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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s UNDERSTOOD that preparations are being made for a transfer 
of upwards of fifty actions from the cause-books of the Chancery 
Division to the list of the Queen’s Bench Division, and that an 
order for that purpose will shortly be issued. 





A NEW ORDER as to court fees is in course of preparation which 
will regulate the practice as to fees being affixed by means of -im- 
preseed or adhesive stamps, and will specify the several documents 
to which they are to be attached. 





Your coRRESPONDENT of last week, says another correspondent, 
will find the probable origin of the erroneous citation of the 
Judicature Act, 1875, in Appendix O. to the R. 8. C. 18838, to 
which he drew attention, in a Queen’s Printers’ copy of the Act. 
There he will find that the heading on the top of the page 
throughout is ‘‘Supreme Court of Judicature Act (1873) Amend- 
ment.” The compilers of the Rules of 1883 seem to have taken 
this as the proper title of the Act, overlooking, or, perhaps, 
ignoring, the short title in section 1. 





Last January we remarked that there was a strong impression 
in professional circles most likely to possess accurate knowledge, 
“that the new Bankruptcy Act, by reason of its very stringency, 
will cause private schemes of arrangement to be oftener resorted to 
than has been the case” under the previous Act. It is not a little 
remarkable that the evening journal which has hitherto so sedu- 
lously extolled both the provisions and the working of the new 
Actshould at last have been compelled almost to echo our observation. 
Referring to certain statements in the money article of the Standard 
on Wednesday, the Pall Mall Gazette says: 

“Some remarkable statements are made this morning in the money 
article of the Standard, the writer of which states that several failures 
have taken place in the produce market, but instead of coming under the 
visions of the Bankruptcy Act, the firms have made private composi- 
8 with their creditors by consent, If this be true, the reduction of 
bankruptcies ip gn about by the new Bankruptcy Act would a to 
be misleading, and the greater stringency of the new measure, like the 
severity of the Electric Lighting Act, will 


a So serious a conclusion, however, is not one to be lightly arrived 
Certainly not. But when we add to the above observations the 


surmise that the advice on which the creditors of the firms in 
Mincing-lane have acted is likely to be that of a class of solicitors 
utterly removed by their position from the imputation of hostility 
to the new Act on the ground that their profits are likely to be 
seriously diminished by it, there does seem to be reason to suppose 
that, in the judgment of shrewd, experienced, and impartial men, 
recourse to the new Act does not, in many cases, afford the most 
advantageous course to creditors. 





Our reapers should not fail to note the important case of 
Brocklehurst v. The Railway Printing and Publishing Oompany 
(Limited) ; Eldridge and Pearson, Olaimants (ante, p. 358), re- 
cently decided by Mr. Justice Furtp in chambers. Pre impres- 
sion has been prevalent in some quarters that the Bills of Sale Act, 
1882, does not apply to any security given by a company upon its 

» on the ground that the word “debentures” in section 17— 


to a great extent have defeated the 


which provides that nothing in that Act shall apply to any 
“‘debentures issued by any company, and secured upon the capi- 
tal stock or goods, chattels, and effects of such ””_cannot 
be supposed to be limited to any particular class of securities given 
heey eee This impression has been held, by Mr. Justice 
; , to be unfounded. In the case before him ee eae 
tures had been issued, secured by a trust deed, which was 
registered as a bill of sale, but was not in the form required by 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1882. The learned judge held that the 
trust deed was a bill of sale within the Act. of 1882, and was void 
because it did not comply with the requirements of that Act ; and 
he explained as follows what is a ‘‘ debenture ” within the meaning 
of the section :—‘‘The ordinary form is one by which a company 
undertakes to pay to the holder a sum of money, and says that that 
shall be a charge on the company’s property. It is difficult to say 
exactly what it isa charge upon. It cannot be intended to pass 
all the specific articles of property of the company to each deben- 
ture-holder. I think that all o~ such : debenture gives is, not a 
right to any specific , but aright to come m i passu 
with the pe eng ah may ders, who are, of course, a Huctuating 
body, and to claim the benefit of the security.” The result of this 
decision ir, that any trust or covering deed will have to specify 
in the schedule the personal chattels comprised therein, and no 
such deed can pass after-acquired property. The decision ms, 

ibly put an end to the practice of debentures scoured I 

a trust deed, and make universal the practice of issuing 
debentures containing a charge. 





We commenrep last year on Mr. Broapuvunst’s Bill to enable 
leaseholders of houses and cottages to purchase the fee simple of 


their property, which was again thrown out in the House of 
Commons on Wednesday. The discussion of the principle of the 


Bill hardly falls within the scope of a legal journal, but the mode 
in which the Bill pro to enable the older to proceed 
in the investigation of the landlord’s title certainly falls within 
our province, and deserves record as one of the most singular 
ever made to the House of Commons. The Bill les that 
the leaseholder may apply to the county court, and also provides 
for the publishing of the wy oe -Pagl p = local news- 
rs, and for the appointment ej a day to in 

tho right of the cnieak to the benefit of the Act. The 
then proceeds as follows :— 


“Tf the app 
no further to proceed with his 
them, may require him to 
udge, who shall determine whether 

es the same to be good he shall make an order that the 

cugiioest Go with his application. If he that the 

title is not good, then the applicant shall not be bound to proceed 
further with his application. 

“A good title for the purposes of this section means a title such as the 
pesctdipmm Sg upon an unwilling purchaser who has agreed to pur- 

a e. 


chase 
9, th of in the t of the it to claim 
the banett of Ris’ Act, of of exmminiag the tle of the land yoyo ee 
on oath before himaclf or the oflenr af the courty and. to, produce any 
papers, or documents. 
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sion. How is he to know whether it will or will not be to his 
advantage to sell to the lessee, since the price is not to be ascertained 
until after the title has been accepted by or forced on the lessee ? 
And what confidence can the landlord repose in the conveyancing 
knowledge of the county court judge? We desire to speak with 
every respect of these officials, but we would ask how many of them 
have ever perused an abstract of title? Again, how many titles 
are there which, wnder an open contract, would be forced on a pur- 
chaser? Is it likely that a landlord will run the risk of having his 
title piitblicly declared bad—a very serious matter in a countty 
district ? It appears to us that the provision for the application 
by the landlord to compel the lessee to proceed with his purchase 
will be Wholly inoperative, and, if so, what the Bill proposes is 
practically to give a right to thé lessee to rake up his landlord’s 
title at pleasure, and accept or reject it, as he may think fit. This 
appears to be an exceedingly one-sided proposal, but we suppose it 
- considered fitting penalty for the heinous ‘offence of leasing a 
ouse. 





WE HAve on several occasions referred to the interesting case of 
Ré Orr-Hwing, which has given rise to an apparent conflict of 
jurisdiction between the Scotch and English Courts. So strong is 
the feeling which has been excited in Scotland by the English 
decision that, in the words of the Duke of Arcrtt, it atmounts to 
‘*a national feeling that there had been an invasion of the Act of 
Union.” The Marquis of Huntrzy, on the 13th inst., brotght 
the matter before the House of Lords, with the object of showing 
that a conflict of jurisdiction existed between the courts of the two 
countries, and that a necessity had arisen for immediate legislation 
on the subject. The Lord Chancellor, in reply, denied that there 
was anything done in England which interfered in the slightest 
degree with anything done in Scotland, or that any conflict had, as 
yet, arisen out of the English proceedings; but he declined to enter 
on the question whether the action of the Seotch courts would give 
rise to any conflict or not, because the case might come before him 
in his judicial capacity, and because there was no authenticated 
information as to what had happened in Scotland. “ If,’’ he said, ‘‘a 
real conflict of jurisdiction existed, tending to disturb the harmony 
of the judicial relations between England and Scotland, it would 
be matter well worth considering whether such conflict ought not 
to be gof rid of by legislation; but until it should be shown what, 
if any, conflict of jurisdiction hid occurred in the present.case, he 
could fiot concur in the necessity of introducing a Bill.” The 
history of the case given by the Lord Chancellor places the matter 
in so clear a- light that the susceptibilities of Scotchmen must be 
tender indeed, if after reading his lucid explanation, they see in 
the action of the English courts an attempted “invasion of the 
Act of Union.” He pointed out that the Court of Chancery had 
always exercised its jurisdiction in that way, and had done in this 
case only what it would have done if the property, instead of 
coming from Scotland, liad come from France, Spain, or the United 
States of America. As evidence of the disturbance of Scotch 
eqtianimity on the stibject, we may metition that a book (referred 
to with approbation by the Marquis of Hvxrzey in his speech) has 
been published by Sheriff Srens, sheriff-substitute of Glasgow, 
entitled “The History of the Orr-Ewing Case,” and containing a 
report of the opinions of the First Division judges, with notes of 
the conflict between English and Scotch jurisdictions. This book 
is dedicated to the First Lord of the Treasury, “as a member of a 
Scotch constituency, in the hope that he may consider the national 
grievance complained of, and, if convinced of injustice, see to its 
redress.” It contains a complete account of the proceedings which 
have taken place in this cause e¢lébre in the Scotch courts, and in 
this et may be of interest to those. who desire to become 
acquainted with all the intricacies of the case. The occasional 
in be of the learned author’s comments is, perhaps, to be 
isc fo the excited feelitigs which have been aroused nprth of 
the Tweed ; but an appeal to “the indignation of Scotland,” and a 
reference to ‘‘an English legal cynic,” are seareely what ore 
expects to meét in a discussion of a legal question. Here is & pas- 
sage which does not seem to have been composed in a spitit of 
judicial calmfess. ‘The English legal bloodhounds have, how- 
ever, aequiréd a task for Scottish game, and the obstructions thrown 
im their Way, seem, in certaifi cases, merely to have whetted théir 
appetite. Even yet cases are being raised on allegation that 





————, 





persons who are undoubtedly domiciled Scotchmen are somethi 
else. If once on the affidavits (which, as previously shown, Eng. 
lishmen seem to emit as a matter of form, and with an utte 
disregard of what they are swearing) a writ is issued by the 
English court, it' at once places a powerful compulsitor in the 
hands of an unprincipled plaintiff, or plaintiff’s attorney, to extort 
the settlement of a claim, however unjust it may be.” Such 
language as this certainly enlivens the (to Englishmen) somewhat 
technical subject of ‘service out of the jurisdiction.” 





RaTHER LATE IN THE DAY the question has been raised, in 4 
case of Allkusen v. Brooking, which we report elsewhere, whether 
section 5 of the Ground Game Act, 1880, applies to an agreement, 
madé before the date of the passing of that Act, for a lease 
to commence after that date, such agreement reserving to the 
landlord the exclusive right of shooting over the farm. 


| Mr. Justice Carrry has held that the section does apply; ané 


looking at the terms of the section, which provides that ‘‘ where, 
at the date of the passing of this Act, the right to kill and take 
ground game on any land is vested by lease, contract of tenancy, or 
other contract bond fide made for valuable consideration, in some 
person other than the occupier, the occupier shall not be entitled 
under this Act, until the determination of that contract, to kill 
and take ground game on the land,” we do not see how the 
learned judge could have arrived at any other conclusion. We 
suppose that the contention for the tenant must have been that the 
terms of section 5 require the right to kill and take ground game 
to be vested in possession in some person other than the occupier 
at the date of passing of the Act, but the section does not say so, 
and the courts have no right to interpolate those words. 





THE INTERLOCUTORY BUSINESS before Mr. Justice Currry is of so 
weighty a nature that he has announeed his intention not to take 
any more witness actions during the present sittings, with only 
one exception. In consequence of the large number of motions 
before the learned judge he was obliged, on Wednesday last, to set 
apart a whole day for that class of business, in addition to the usual 
weekly motion day. . 








THE JUDGMENT IN BELT v. LAWES. 


We are glad to see that the Court of Appeal, in the case of Belt v. 
Lawes, have expressed an opinion unfavourable to the contention of 
the defendant’s counsel with regard to the power of the Divisional 
Court to make the order they did so far as the reduction of the 
damages was concerned. It can hardly be said that there was a judg- 
ment in the Court of Appeal on the point, because, in the event, it 
became unnecessary to decide it for the purposes of the particular 
case. It will be remembered that what the court below did was this. 
The majority being of opinion that the verdict for the plaintiff was 
right, on the question whether the amount of the damages was, 
under the circumstances, excessive, they refused a new trial on 
the plaintiff's consenting to reduce the damages to an amount 
which the court did not think excessive—viz., £500—without the 
defendant’s consent. It seems to us that it would in substance be 
very absurd if the court had not the power to make such an order. 
There is no doubt that in practice such ordets were frequently 
made without any express assent by the defendant; but the con- 
tention of the defendaiit’s counsel in Belt v. Dawes was that it 
must be inferred that in such cases the defendant tacitly consented. 
The contention of the defendant’s counsel—a contention for which 
there is no doubt something to be said theoretically—secms to come 
to this. It being the function of the jury to determine the facts 
and to fix the amount of the damages, the coutt only has power to 
say whether the verdict is so wrong, either a§ being against 
evidence or with regard to the amount of the damages, that it 
ought to be set asidé; that once having determined that it is s0 
wrong, they must set it aside; and the result is that the defendant 
is entitled to have the verdict of another jury, the court — 
no jurisdiction to modify the vétdict; as such modification wo 

be an usurpation of the functions of the jury. It seems to us 
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that this argument has not much substance in it, though tech- 
nically it is somewhat plausible. 

The substance of the thing seems to us to be that the defendant, 
having had a verdict of the constitutional tribunal against him, 
makes an application invoking the extraordinary jurisdiction of the 
court to aia an injustice being worked by the ordinary course 
of procedure. We say ‘‘extraordinary” because, though such 
applications for new trials are, of course, frequent enough, they 
nevertheless involve an interference with the normal course of 
procedure. That being so, there seems to be nothing unrea- 
sonable or contrary to general principle in the court’s having 
power to impose terms and to modify the verdict so far as 
damages are concerned. Ez hypothest, in the opinion of the 
court, there is nothing wrong, there is no injustice worked by 
the verdict, except in so far as the damages are too large. The 
court being called upon to interfere and exercise an extraordinary 
jurisdiction to prevent that injustice, the plaintiff consents that 
the damages shall be reduced to a sum which the court thinks 
would not be unjust, and, therefore, the verdict, in the opinion of 
the court, when so reduced, works no injustice. And upon the 
plaintiff so consenting there is really no ground for any inter- 
ference or exercise of an extraordinary jurisdiction. Under those 
citeumstances, it would really be improper that the defendant 
should be allowed to take the case down for a new trial on all 
issues. He already has a verdict of the constitutional tribunal 
against him, and, except so far as the court may think that a 
flagrant injustice is worked by the verdict, the case is, and ought 
to remain, concluded against him by the verdiet. If it went down 
again for a new trial, notwithstanding the fact that the plaintiff 
assents to the elimination from the verdict of all that the court 
thinks objectionable, and then the verdict was for the defendant, it 
itseems to us that the plaifitiff might very reasonably complain of 
the setting aside of the verdict of the constitutional tribunal in his 
favour on points on which the court did not think it wrong. It 
may be said that there might be a new trial on the question of 
damages only ; but, practically, that is very often impossible or 
extremely difficult, because in many actions of tort the questions 
of liability and damages are so intermingled that it is not prac- 
ticable to sever them. And we do not think it desirable that the 
defendant should, in such a case, be entitled to a new trial, 
even on the nity yet of damages only. It is a considerable hard- 
ship on a plaintiff who ex hypothesi has been wronged, and has 
already succeeded before one jury, and who is willing to consent 
to, what the court thinks reasonable, that he should have to go to a 
new trial involving further extra costs. 

The questions of fact involved in Belt v. Lawes it is not, of 
course, within our province to discuss, but the case illustrates very 
strongly the theoretical difficulty that underlies all motions for 
new trials on the ground that the verdict is against evidence, a 
difficulty which is constantly present to the logical mind of the 
Master of the Rolls, and with which he, to some extent, dealt in 
his judgment. The learned judge is fond of constructing formulas, 
but we do not believe any very satisfactory formula can be devised 
on the subject. The theory laid down again and again from the 
bench is that the judges do not decide questions of fact, and that 
the verdict should only be set aside if it is an unreasonable 
verdict—that is, a verdict which reasonable men, judging reason- 
+ 5 Ae not, or ought not, on the evidence, to have returned. 
It has been suggested that. this logically involves the result that if 
one judge says a verdict is against evidence, and another says it is 
not, one judge decides that the other is finding that to be a 
reasonable conclusion which he thinks no reasonable man, reason- 
ably judging, could have arrived at, and so that the other judge is 
acting as perversely or unreasonably as the jury. This perhaps 
hardly follows, because to think a certain thin yourself is not 
qe the same thing as fo think it reasonable another person 

ould think it. But the real truth, apart from ingenious 
formulas, invented to prove that the judges do not interfere with 
the province of the jury as to facts, is that they do so interfere, 
and that no formula can very exactly define the limits of such 
interference ; and, morcover, every day’s experience and all history 
abundantly show that reasonable and able mon honestly come 
to conclusions which other equally reasonable and able men as 
honestly think wholly unreasonable and obviously and outrageously 
Wrong. It is, therefore, obvious that the reeeived formulas can 


GVe No very exact guidance as to the limits of the function of the} of the country. 


judge in reviewing the verdict of the jury; they are rather 
useful as indicating the spirit in tos the ie Fs should approach 
the performance of his duty in this respect. 








SUBSTITUTED COMPENSATION UNDER 


THE AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS ACT,’ 


1883. 

We have no doubt that many of our readers are busying them- 
selves with the questions (1) whether it is best to leave existing 
agricultural leases alone or to adapt them to the Agricultural Hold- 
ings Act, and how; and (2) whether it is best, in preparing 
new agricultural leases, to leave them to the operation of the Act 

or to substitute for the statutory compensation some “fair an 
reasonable’? compensation, and what that compensation is to be. 
Awkward questions, too, must be expected to arise in connection 
with the eustom of the country, and also in connection with the 
Agricultural Holdings Act of 1875. Both the custom and the Act 
of 1875, it is almost unm to remind our readers, have full 
operation in the case of contracts of tenancy entered into before 
1884, and, inasmuch as the Act of 1875 applied in all cases, unless 
it was expressly excluded by writing, we venture -to predict 
that, upon examination, it will be discovered that that Act has 
had a much wider application than has been generally deemed to 
be the case. We propose shortly to examine the sections of the 
Act of 1883, which bear upon these difficult questions, and to 
make a few suggestions as to the best modes of solviag them; but; 
inasmuch as the improvements in the first and second parts of the 
schedule of the Act depend so much for compensation upon special 
agreement, we will confine ourselves to the boning and other im-+ 
provements comprised in the third part of the first schedule. Nor 
will we say anything as to improvements executed before the com- 
mencement of the Act, these also being intended to be the subject 
of special stipulations, as pointed out at length in the 2nd section. 
And first, as to existing leases, or, to put it more accurately and 
in the language of the Act, as to “‘ contracts of tenancy current at 
the commencement of the Act ”—é.e., current on the Ist of January, 
1884. The effect of the 5th section of the Act, = read = the 
1st, is to provide (1) that, if specific compensation for an rove- 
ment be payable SSR aehement stom, or the Ket of 1875, 
ir = ne 


suc: ent, custom, or the Ac of 1875 is & 
compensation Clauses of the Act of 1883; but 









8 Conipensation rte ae 3) compe i Glau 
of the present Act are to apply, unless ‘‘ any particular agreement in 
writing secures to the tenant fair-and yensation, 


having regard to the circumstances existing at the time of making 
such agreement.” It will, therefore, be first necessary to look into 
the compensation clauses, if any, of the lease, and to com them, 
article by article, with the third part of the first schedule in order 
to ascertain whether “‘by agreement” specific compensation has 
been provided. 

Secondly, the customs of the will have to be looked 
into, and here considerable difficulties may be expected to arise. 
Customs of the country are of so vague and indefinite a character 
that it will be often very hard to say whether the “‘specific com- 

tion” is provided or not. In any event, however, there 

should be borne in mind the rule which is not, perhaps; so gene- 

tally known as it ought to be, that the of a i 

oe te does not constitute a custom v. 
ly, . 





~ 


14t 


is 


y, in the case of yearly tenancies current on the o 
of F , 1876, or tenancies created after that dute, it 
have to be inquired whether or not the Act of 1875 was excl 
by writing, in the manner pointed out in sections 56 and 57. 

nless ‘ specific compensation’ be secured by one of thése three 
means (any of which, we suppose, may supp the others), 
the Act of 1883 applies. 

But what is meant by the term “specific compensation ” ? 
Upon this point we cannot speak with certainty, on the 
whole, we incline to think that the hm wr at merely intended to 
designate compensation specifically to each particular sub- 


sé 





ect of compensation, similarly to the mode so frequently adopted 
the schedules to farming agreements followitig the eustem 
The compensation, in case of existing 


| 
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tenancies, need not be fair or reasonable ; all that is needed is that 
each particular item of improvement should have particular com- 
pensation allowed for it. 

If the specific compensation which the statute requires be not 
secured, it will be necessary to choose one of three courses. First, 
the operation of the Act may be wholly excluded. This, pace Mr. 
Glaiistone, we still think to be legal, but we have never said that it 
would be advisable to exclude the Act, and from such information 
as we have been able to obtain, we believe that there is very little 
disposition amongst landlords to make any such attempt. Secondly, 
the Act may be left to take its course, and the compensation left to 
be adjusted by the valuers on the well-known, but at present little- 

basis of the 1st section, that the tenant is to be entitled 

‘¢to obtain from the landlord as compensation such sum as fairly 

ts the value of the improvement to an incoming tenant.” 

This is a leap in the dark which both landlord and tenant will, we 

think, ‘in most cases, be equally unwilling to take. Thirdly, 
provision may be made for “‘ fair and reasonable compensation.” 

We now come to the question common to both old and new 
leases—namely, What is fair and reasonable compensation, and in 
what terms ought it to be secured? We have little doubt that it 
will be safe either to follow the scales given in the Act of 1875, on 
the ground that a scale fixed by the Legislature in 1875, would 
not be unreasonable in 1884, or else to give definite form and body 
to the Lincolnshire custom, or some other sufficient custom of the 
country, striking out such improvements as are not comprised in 
the third part of the first schedule, and taking care to supple- 
ment any item which is lacking from the improvements. The 
two lists must, in fact, be carefully checked in each case. This 
‘will be enough in all ordinary cases, if a sufficient custom be 
selected ; what further provisions must be introduced into the 
agreement, or what deductions from the customary compensation 
will be r, in order to satisfy the whole words “fair and 
reasonable compensation, having regard to the circumstances existing 
at the time of making such agreement,” we, of course, cannot say. 
Every ease must depend upon its own particular circumstances, 
and we can only call attention to the fact that the Legislature has 
deliberately abstained from laying down any hard and fast line. 
Probably, in course of time, definite scales of compensation will be 
settled by Chambers of Commerce, which would probably be 
regarded as presumptively fair and reasonable compensation. 

A curious point of law arises—whether a maximum scale of 
‘allowances will be good. Is it legal, for instance, or is it fair and 
reasonable to provide, as we have seen it provided, that the tenant 
shall be entitled on quitting to a compensation which shall 
not exceed the sum properly laid out, &.? On the whole, 
we think that such a provision would not infringe the 
section which prohibits a contracting out of the Act, but 
we have no hesitation in saying that we do not think it 

. would be held to be “fair and reasonable.” Apart from the agree- 
ment providing ‘‘ substituted compensation,” the tenant would be 
entitled to the value to an incoming tenant, and we think that a 
one-sided agreement which gives all the chances of extra value to 
the landlord, and takes them all away from the tenant, would be 
neither fair nor reasonable. Further, such an agreement would be 
open to objection on the ground of vagueness and uncertainty, as 
it gives no data on which the deductions are to be made. Per- 
haps the best plan to restrain the tenant from extravagant 
expenditure would be to fix as the basis of the compensation the 
sum- properly laid out (sce section 9 of the Act of 1875). 

The next point to bear in mind is that the acceptance by the 
tenant of the substituted compensation as such should be expressly 
and definitely referred to, and section 5 of the Act should be 

mentioned. It is perhaps, however, almost needless to 
t out that the mere statement by the tenant that he accepts a 
particular scale as fair and reasonable will-be of no avail in law to 
bag Sr penenise on Bay a age eape one. It will be more 
to th , and especially in the case of larger farms, to place 
on record ; some simple recitals the circumstances under which 
the agreement is made. The allowances themselves it has become 
usual-to set out in a schedule or schedules, which is undoubtedly 
the most convenient course. 

We have now dealt as best we could with the ‘scheduled im- 
provements ”—that is, with the improvements for which the Act 
provides compensation according to the value to an incomin 

tenant, and for which the agreement ought to provide “fair an 


reasonable compensation.” Before we conclude, we must call 
attention to the very important fact that, in the case of le 

made since the Ist. of January last, in respect of these i 
provements compensation under the custom of the country is, 

section 57 of the Act, absolutely barred, but in respect of other 
improvements, or acts of husbandry, it is in fall force. At least, 
so we understand that section and section 60, the terms of which 
are as follows :— 

1457 A tenant shall not be entitled to claim compensation by custom 
or otherwise than in manner authorized by this Act in respect of any im. 
provement for which he is entitled to bam era under, or in pursu- 
ance of, this Act, but where he is not entitled to compensation under, or 
in pursuance of, this Act, he may recover compensation under any other 
Act of Parliament, or any agreement or custom; as if this Act had n 











assed. 

' 60. Except as in this Act expressed, nothing in this Act shall take 
away, abridge, cr prejudicially affect any power, right, or remedy of 4 
landlord, tenant, or other person vested in, or exerciseable by, him 
virtue of any other Act or law, or under any custom of the country, or 
otherwise, in respect of a contract of tenancy or other contract, or of any 
improvements, waste, emblements, tillages, away-going crops, fixtures, 
tax, rate, tithe rentcharge, rent, or other thing.” 

It is manifest, therefore, that even when the scheduled improve- 
ments have been provided for, a great deal remains to be thought 
of. It is, we believe, gradually becoming more general to tie up 
all the relations of the parties within the four corners of a written 
contract of tenancy, and, expressing the custom of the country as 
far as it is intended to apply, to bar it altogether as to all other 
matters whatsoever. This is, of course, perfectly legal, and we 
cannot see how it is otherwise than convenient. 








REVIEWS. 


PATENTS. 


ABSTRACT OF REPORTED CASES RELATING TO LETTERS PATENT 
FOR INVENTIONS, BRINGING THE CASES DOWN TO THE END OF THE 
YEAR 1883. By T. M. GoopeEveE, Barrister-at-Law. H. Sweet. 


This is a new edition of Mr. Goodeve’s Abstract of Patent Cases, 
enlarged by the cases being brought down to the end of last year, 
and also by the addition of the cases which have been decided with 
respect to the extension of the terms for which grants have been 
made, and to other applications connected with patents, indepen- 
dently of any action for infringement. The book has no reference 
to the new Act, and there is not even a print of the Act in an 
appendix. In this Mr. Goodeve is quite justified, for that was, in 
fact, outside the sphere of his operations. What Mr. Goodeve 
undertakes to do is to give his readers the whole body of patent case 
law in a single handsome volume, and this undertaking he entirely 
fulfils. It cannot be said that all the decided cases are to be found 
here, but Mr. Goodeve has made his selection with much judgment, 
and the cases omitted have either become obsolete by changes in the 
law, or are, for other reasons, unlikely to be required for reference, 
On the other hand, we have here cases decided within a few months 
of the present time, so that, if the numerous commentators on the 
new Act were to thoroughly note up the Act with the cases in this 
abstract, they might be ge f sure that their books would leave 
little to be desired in respect of illustration from previous decisions. 
The references given for the cases are unfortunately defective, and 
the author might, with much advantage, have made them more 
complete. Another point is with reference to the Scotch cases. The 
Scotch patent law is, for all practical purposes, if not absolutely, the 
same as the English law; many of the most important authorities 
on the subject are to be found in decisions of the House of Lords on 
Scotch appeals, yet the author entirely passes over the decisions of 
the Scotch courts, except in the rare instances where he quotes them 
at second-hand through Mr. Webster’s Reports, The Court of 
Session Reports, in all their four series, are to be found in all law 
libraries, and are well worthy of reference. The earlier edition of 
the book is so familiar to all who are interested in patent law that it 
hardly seems necessary to mention that the author’s method is to 
give the name, date, and reference of the case, then to state the 
nature of the proceeding and of the patent, then the decision of the 
court, and some of the observations of the ju which are most 
gonarelly applicable. The degree of conciseness which is attained may 

illustrated by referring to the numerous cases decided on 
Betts’ patent, which are all abstracted in some eighteen pages of the 
volume before us, though in several instances ey, passed through 
successive courts to ae uss of Lords, and they fill, in all, sev 





hundreds of in the rts. The book is one which deserves 
high praise, Both for the tony of its eontents, for the well-arranged 
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the lettering on the back that a second volume may be looked for 
some day, and that time may perhaps be hastened by the establish- 
ment of the Board of Trade patent reports. If a bulk of decisions is 
to accumulate—a thing which may be regretted, though it can hardly 
be helped—we shall hope for Mr. Goodeve’s assistance in digesting it 
and rendering it easily accessible. 





A ConcisE TREATISE ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE OF PATENTS 
york INVENTIONS. By CiEement Hicorns, Burrister-at-Law. 
W. Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


. This is a neat and serviceable edition of the Patents Act, so far 
as it relates to letters patent, and not to the other subjects included 
in it. It opens with a capital table of cases, arranged in the well- 
known style of Mr. Higgins’ Digest of Patent Cases. Then comes 
the Act, with notes to a patents sections; then follow the Board of 
Trade and Law Officers’ Rules. A most singular omission is that of 
the Privy Council Rules, corresponding to a similar omission of any 
note to section 25, which omy with the prolongation of patents. 
How any treatise on the ‘‘ Law and Practice of Patents for Inven- 
tions” can fail to touch upon the question of prolongation we fail 
tounderstand. In other respects, however, the book contains a fairly 
full statement, in a concise shape, of English patent law as deducible 
from the cases and the new statute. The author has dealt with the 
principal subjects which are usually discussed in patent cases, his 
method being to lay down a series of propositions, to support them 
successively by the mention of some of the principal cases upon the 

int, and to illustrate them by giving the facts of a few pertinent 
isions. The propositions, so supported and illustrated, are 
inserted in the shape of notes to the Act where they appear to come 
eperepeiately. In this way we get short summaries of the law 
upon subject-matter, the sufficiency of the complete specification, 
and so on, which other writers on the Act have omitted. The index 
might have been made more full, and some forms, in addition to 
those in the schedule to therules, might have been supplied with 
advantage. We do not find that the author deals with the principal 
— which have been raised upon the construction of the Act—e.g., 

w far the provisions contained in the rules for the t of patents 
for communications from abroad are warranted by the terms of the 
Act; how far, if at all, the sufficiency of the complete specification 
is assured by its having been accepted by the examiner; whether 
the grounds of revocation are to be in any manner more restricted 
than the grounds of repeal by scire facias have hitherto been; and 
other points may be suggested. Points which have been publicly 
raised and contested with ability ought to receive some comment in 
a book of this kind, hence we should have expected some observations 
on section 87. However, we do not wish to find fault unduly; 
the author has evidently taken considerable pains in formulating his 
propositions and illustrating them, and we think he is a safe guide 
where he provides us with any guidance at all. 





Taz New Patents, DEsIGNs, AND TRADE-Marks ACT, 1883, WITH 
Nores AND INDEX. By T. Aston, Q.C. Stevens & Sons. 


We cannot deny that we are a little disappointed in this book. 
When a writer of Mr. T, Aston’s eminence enters the field we are 
inclined to expect from him an exhaustive statement of the law with 
which he must necessarily be so intimately acquainted ; instead of 
this we get this sort of statement: that the proceedings in an action 
for infringement are, under the new Act, practically the same as 
under the Patent Act of 1852. What these were we are not told. 
This comes in a note to section 29. The same note draws ettention 
to two or three points in which the author considers the old law to 
have been improved ; but the author appears to assume that everyone 
knows all the details of the existence of a patent. under the old law, 
from the cradle to the grave, through all its possible struggles and 
vicissitudes, This is just the sort of thing which we want Mr. Aston 
to tell us ; we do not want to have to go to the old books of patent 
practice to find out exactly what is meant, and what is the general 
result, when we are told that the old law is altered in this or the 
other respects. However, we must take the book as we find it, and, 
48a guide to the enactments of the new law which differ from those 
of the old, it will unquestionably be useful. Mr. Aston points out 
very clearly what the alterations are, and often gives good advice, 
which may with advantage be adopted by those whom it concerns. 

us, examiners and applicants are told (p. 5) that, ‘on the one 
hand, tact and eacwieles wit Ba deadel te making the official 
Suggestion or requirement ; on the other hand, patentees will do well 
© exercise care, patience, and intelligence in the consideration of 
what will be in the nature of official advice, which, it may be 
assumed, will be tendered to them without bias and in their own 
interest.” The book ma 
nts— 


only need is to find out what new law have to learn. Weare 


safely be recommended to readers who are | be 


pte cgar from the preface 
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FIXTURES. 


Amos AND FERARD ON THE Law OF FIXTURES AND OTHER Prop- 
ERTY PARTAKING BOTH OF A REAL AND PERSONAL NATURE. 
Tuirp Epition. By CHartEs AGACE FerarRD and W. HowLanp 
RoseErts, Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. “a 
The reputation of Amos and Fi is well established. It was 
not only the first rate treatise on the important and di 
branch of law which it discussed, but it the first elaborat 
attempt to eliminate principles from the of cases 
subject. The general arrangement of the was ex 
its method, as was natural in a treatise published between forty 
and fifty years ago, was somewhat cumbrous; many of the cases 
were stated at great length, and also moralized upon at considerable 
length. The new editors have, generally speaking, observed the 
same method. We can hardly complain of this, for any other course 
would have necessitated var hes = of ny whole book. In other 
respects, our impression is i ve accomplished thei 
work very satisfactorily. We have tested the new edition 
numerous points, and on these we have found the modern cases 
— provisions carefully inserted, and, on the whole, very 
stated. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—I have just received a copy of the annual report, &c., of the 
above society, with the usugl urgent appeal to become a member of 
it. I have for some time felt that esprit de corps, to mention no 
higher motive, should induce a general support of a society with 
the professed objects of the association. But the istent policy 
of the directors has hitherto deterred me, and I doubt not others also, 
from sending a subscription. This. appears to have for its aim the 
accumulation of such an amount of funded capital as shall render 
the association independent of, or only very ery. ent on, 
subscriptions. The funded capital now stands at over £47,000, and 
this large sum represents in great measure capitalized su t 
Such a course (which places the money subscribed for the of 
immediate and pressing calls at the di of a future and unknown 
body) seems to me inexplicable, and, while it continues, I must, with 
regret, hold aloof from supporting the society. ~~." 

h 14. 





EASEMENTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—Will some of your readers enlighten me on a point which is 
perplexing me a good deal, and on which I cannot arrive at any 
satisfactory conclusion—viz., as to what is the effect upon an ease- 
ment of the union and subsequent severance of the dominant and 
servient tenements ? . ; 

My case is this. ey 3 in fee simple of a Soe ot light 
will call ‘‘ The Grange,” ing an actual legal easement ot 
through windows overlooking Blackacre, which belongs to a different 
owner, and is in the possession of B., who is a lessee for years. B. 

urchases the Grange, so that unity of possession thereupon ensues ; 
but, after retaining i peapertion Os Soe oe five years, a severance 
of the ownership occurs by the surrender or termination of the lease 
f i afterwards obstructs 


0 , and the reversioner soon 
Has the owner of the Grange any remedy ? ‘ ‘ 

It will be observed that, there was unity of ownership fer 
four or five years, the two properti poe tg t estates. 
And in Simper v. Foley (2 J. & H. 563), Wood, V.C., , “It is clear 
that the + of the union the ownership of .dominant and 


servient tenements for different estates is not to extinguish an ease- 
ment, but merely to suspend it so long as the union of ownership 
continues, and that, w a severance of the o the easement 
revives ” (see on Easements, 2nd ed., ; Latham on 
Window Lights, Ist ed., 137). 
From this it should seem that, " 
of Blechnare endl the Gamgn te een ee ee une 
virtue of more than twenty uninterrupted user time 
the union, would revive, ec that the removal of the obstruction could 


enforced. 
But section 4 of the Prescription Act requires that, in order to 
the easement, the twenty years Guring which the user has 
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should be the twenty years next before action brought (see Parker vy. 
” Mitchell, 11 A. & EB. 788; Lowe y, Carpenter, 6 Ex. 825). And on this 
it has been held that the user must be not a mere user in fact, but 
an user in the character of an.easement distinct from the possession or 
enjoyment of the servient tenement itself (Harbridge v. Warwick, 3 
Ex. 552; Bright v. Walker, 1 C, M. & R. 211). 

It has also been held that, if there be unity of possession of the two 
tenements during all or part of the twenty years, the easement is 
defeated, although such unity of possession did not commence until 
after the right had been enjoyed for the prescribed period, and thus 
become a legal easement (Battishill v. Reed, 18 C. B. 696). In that 
case there had been an uninterrupted user of the easement (a right of 
way) from 1800 to 1855, but it was held to be defeated by unity of 

ion from 1843 to 1853. 

It is true these latter decisions were on rights of way, but they 
apply equally to easements of light. It is only as regards the 
acquisition of the latter easement that the rule differs from that 
applicable to other easements in making an actual user sufficient, and 
not requiring it to be “‘as of right.” 

I coe am understand that if the enjoyment has not ripened into 
an ac legal easement by twenty years’ user before the union of 
ownership occurs, such union would operate as an interruption, 
which would prevent a title from being gained under the Act; for 
during the union the claimant would enjoy not the easement, but 
the soil itself of the servient tenement (Harbridge v. Warwick, supra ; 
Bridge y. Walker, 1 C. M. & R. 219, per Parke, B.). This is consistent 
with all the authorities above cited. 

But I cannot see how to reconcile the first-mentioned authorities 
with the latter in cases where the user has ripened into an actual 
legal easement before the union of ownership occurs. For, accord- 
ing to the former authorities, it seems clear that on the severance of 
the two tenements in my case the easement revived, and that, there- 
fore, it can now be enforced and the obstruction restrained ; whilst, 
according to the latter, it seems equally clear that the easement is 
virtually destroyed, since any action brought to restrain the obstruc- 
tion would be defeated by showing the unity of possession during 

of the last twenty years. 

T have yainly searched many cases and authorities, including Mr. 
Goddard’s very able book on Easements, which latter I thought 
would certainly haye cleared up the point. And I shall feel greatly 
obliged if any of your readers can explain which is the correct rule, 
and refer me to authorities, 

Tf, instead of the severance of the two tenements arising by the 
surrender or termination of the lease of Blackacre, it were caused by 
the sale of one of the tenements, then I apprehend the easement 
would cease to exist—at all events, as an easement; for, although if 
B. sold the house the purchaser would undoubtedly have a right to 
the unobstructed enjoyment of the lights, that right would not be 
in the nature of an easement, but would depend on a totally 
different principle—viz., that a man shall not derogate from his own 
grant; whilst if he retained the house, but sold Blackacre, the 
purchaser might build and obstruct the lights, since the law would 
not imply any reservation of the lights in favour of the vendor 
- Wheeldon v. Burrows, 41 L, T. 327; Goddard on Easements, 

). 
LIGHT. 








‘The Illustrated London News says that the will of Mr. Francis Thomas 
Bircham, formerly of 46, Parliament-street, but late of Burhill, Walton- 
on-Thames, who died on Noyember 25 last, was proved on the 3rd inst., 
the value of the personal estate amounting to upwards of £161,000. The 
testator bequeaths to his wife £1,000, the marble bust of himself by Count 
Gleichen, and all his plate, furniture, pictures, and household effects, 
subject to specific gifts thereout to his sons, and of memorials of him to his 
daughters, and also all his wines, consumable stores, horses, and carriages ; 
to his son Samuel the plate presented to him by the directors of the 
London and South-Western Railway Company, and all his live and dead 
farming stock, crops, and implements; and there are numerous legacies 
to his children, daughters-in-law, sons-in-law, brother, sister, nephews, 
nieces, and other relatives, godchildren, assistants in the firm of which 
he was formerly a@ member, servants, and others. He leaves certain 
stocks, amounting together to E+ of £45,000, upon trust for his 
wife for life, then, as to £10, sterling, as she shall appoint, and 
as to the remainder, as she shall appoint among his children and 
their families; and £8,000 upon trust for his grandson, Marwood 
Charles Tucker. The Burhill Estate, and his one-third share of the 
‘house in Parliament-street he gives to his son Samuel, subject to his 
paying two sums of £5,000 and £10,000 to his general estate, and of £600 
_ annum to his wife for life. As to the residue of his property, he 

eaves nine forty-fourths to his son Francis Thomas Bircham, and seven 
forty-fourths each to his son Ambrose Humphreys Bircham, and to his 
daughters, Mrs. Kate Dalrrple Halsey, Mrs. Laura Caroline Downton, 
Miss Alice Jessie Bircham, and Mrs. Francis Elinor Pearse. The benefits 


R. 8. C., 1888, opp. 31, re. 25, 26—Iyrernocatonres, Security pp 
Costs or—-Disraxsinc witn Sgevriry.—In a case of In re Smith, Smithy, 
Went, before Kay, J., on the 13th inst., the court was asked to allow th, 
delivery of interrogatories by the plaintiffs, dispensing with the secugj 
for costs required by ord. 31, r. 26. The object of the action was to gg A 
aside a sale of some of the testator’s property by his executor, on the their Ja 
ground of undervalue, and that the purchaser, who was the brother of ease Wh: 
the solicitor who acted for the executor, was in reality merely a noming by f t 
for him, It was also sought to set aside a subsequent mortgage of th hethe: 
property by the purchaser; and the mortgagee, as well as the execute, assum 
his solicitor, and the purchaser, were made defendants to the action, who un 
The interrogatories, which were about twenty-eight folios im length, wey ments 1 
directed to showing the mala fides of the alleged sale, and, as it wy tions. 
intended to administer them to all the defendants, the four deposits been 01 
of £5, and the sum of 10s, payable on every folio above five, would make Montag 
the whole amount something not far short of £60. From the plaintiffy , 
affidavit it appeared that one of them was in no employment, and relied 
on an annuity of 14s. a week given him by the will for his support and 
that the other two, who were deferred legatees under the will, in 
one the wife of a labourer on weekly wages of 20s., and the other, oo x 
widow, having an income of 8s, a week. The application had bee — 
made in chambers and refused. Kay, J., now allowed the filing and The W 
service of the interrogatories, without any deposit, subject to the omis. Fa 
sion of two of them, which his lordship considered unnecessary, and gn 
suggested a further curtailing of the remainder.—Soxicrrons, Clarke, the wi 
Woodcock, & Ryland, for H. Makepiece, Birmingham; Uuithorne, Currey, § 6 


the practice of the Court of Chancery to order a document to be taken 
off the file merely on the ground of prolixity, though it did so in the case 
of scandalous matter, and that, while the Rules of Court of 1883 give an 
express power (ord. 38, 'r. 11) to strike out from any affidavit any scan- 
dalous matter, the penalty imposed for prolixity (by rule 3 of order 38, 
and sub-sections 20 and 29 of rule 27 of order 65) is the disallowance of 
It was stated that when a document is ordered to be taken off the 
file, the practice is not to return it to the party who has placed it there, 
but to destroy it by burning. Corron, L.J., said that, assuming thatall 
the documents which were set out in the affidavit were relevant to the 
matters in issue in the action, he was of opinion that they were set out at 
unnecessary and improper length. Then the question was, what order 
ought tobe made? Their lordships thought that, instead of ordermg 
the affidavit to be taken off the file, a different order should be made. 
This would not be at variance with the principle of the decision of Kay, 
J. His lordship was of opinion that, although the Rules of Court con- 
tained no provision for taking an affidavit off the file in such a case as the 
present, yet it was the duty of the court to see that its files were not 
madethe instruments of uppression, and, without any express provision in the 
rules, the court had the power, and it wasits duty, to order oppresive 
documents to be taken off the file, even if this would result in their being 
burnt. But in the present case the defendant had got a copy of the docu- 
ment in question, and if it was taken off the file and destroyed, the 
plaintiffs would have to prepare another, and the defendant would have 
to wait while they did so. Without, therefore, in any way differing from 
rinciple of the decision of Kay, J., but, on the contrary, affirming 
eirlordships thought it would be better to order the plaintiff to pay 
the £19, less £2, which they thought would be the cot of an affidavit of 
proper length. The plaintiffs must pay the costs which they had been 
ordered to pay in the court below, and they must pay the costs of the appeal. 
And at no further stage of the action would the plaintiffs be allowed any 
costs of this aflidavit, His lordship added that rule 11 of order 65 enables 
the court to disallow to a solicitor, as against his client, any costs which 
have been ieagepeeety incurred, and to order the solicitor to repay such 
costs to the ¢ 

sent the court would not make any such order. This was a matter 
between the plaintiffs and their solicitors. Bowsn, L.J., was of the same 





erred on his wife and children are in addition to the provision mad 
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R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 38, nz. 3, 11—Orp. 65, ne. 11, 27 (sun-sEcrions old pi 
20, 29)—Arripavir or Documents—Unnecessary Proirxiry—Power op non-¥ 
Court To TAKE oFF FitE—Costs.—In a case of Hill v. Hart Davis, befor | of law 
the Court of Appeal on the 14th inst., a question of importance arose as there 
to the power of the court to order a document which is on the file tobe and h 
taken off, on the ground that it is oppressively and vexatiously prolix. ent 
The action was brought to restrain the publication of a libel, consisting int 


of statements depreciatary of the financial position of a friendly society. court 
The defendant required the plaintiffs to make the usual affidavit Sharpe 
documents in’ their possession relating to the matters in 
question in the action, and the plaintiffs filed an affidavit con- 
307 sheets and 1,146 folios, for a copy of which the 
nt had to pay £19 2s. In this affidavit the plaintiffs set out a short 
description of each one of 4,216 letters from their secretary to the agents 
of their different lodges, and had also included a large number of r- 
ceipts from sick members for pay received from the society during 
sickness, and return sheets of the expenses of the numerous lodges 
of the society. On the application of the defendant, Kay, J.,, 
ordered the affidavit to be taken off the file, and ordered the plaintiffs 
ay all the costs, on the ground that the affidavit was oppres- sive 
vexatious, and an abuse of the process of the court. ‘T 
of Appeal (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L,.JJ.) in substance affirmed the 


he Court 
On behalf of the appellants it was contended that it was not 
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= 
meet the purposes of justice in this case, without invoking the larger 
jurisdiction of the court to take off its files documents which had been 
d there for the purposes, not of justice, but of injustice. It was not 
lenied that there was such a jurisdiction, though it might not have been 
the practice before the Judicature Act to Fer ay Banka. 2 off the file on 
the mere ground of prolixity. But every court must have the power of 
ecting its records from being abused. Courts of justice were in 
to be used, not abused. His lordship preferred not to define exactly 
what constituted oppressiori and-vexatien ; such terms were better left in 
their Jarger shape, and it was more convenient to say in each particular 
ease whether it came within a perfectly intelligible definition, Fry, L.J. 
was of the same opinion. He was not inclined to express any sh ys 
whether the documents sect forth in the affidavit were relevant. But, 
assuming that they were, it was to his mind perfect! age that anyone 
who understood his work might have inserted the whole of these docu- 
ments in a shape which would not have been at all oppressive or vexa- 
tions. There was a prolixity in the affidayit of which no account had 
been or could be given, except a desire of obtainmg costs.—Sozicrrors, 
Montague Scott § Baker ; Poole, Hughes, § Poole. 





R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 25, rr. 1—3—Procerpres rn Lrev or DemvurrER— 
Action SET DOWN FOR Heartnc on Pornt or LAW—PRECEDENCE IN Cause List. 
—In acase of Woolley v. Thorniley, before Pearson, J., on the 19th inst., a 
question arose as to the precedence of an action which is, under rule 2 of 
order 25, set down for hearing on a point of law raised by the Pleedings. 
The whole question in the action was whether the effect of the will of a 
testator (which was set forth in the statement of claim) was to convert 
his real estate into money before the death of the tenant for life under 
the will, and whether, therefore, it went to the real or tothe personal 
representatives of some persons who had died during the life of the 
tenant for life. By consent of the es the action was set down for 
hearing on this point of law, and the officer of the court, by analogy to the 
old practice in relation te demurrers, placed it at the head of the list of 
non-witness actions. Pxrarson, J., said that when the decision of a point 
of law raised in this way would substantially dispose of the whole action, 
there was no reason why it should obtain precedence over other actions, 
and he should direct that, in future, actions so set down should take their 

in the ordinary way in the general list. If only a preliminary 
point was to be raised in this way, an application should be made to the 
eourt as to setting it down for hearing.—Sotrcirors, Stokes ¢ Robinson ; 
Sharpe, Parkers, § Co; Few § Co. 





JUDGES’ CHAMBERS,* 
QUEEN’s BENcH DIvIsIon. 
(Before FIELD, J.) 
March 12.—Hopton v. Robertson. 


Orders for judgment under order 14—Drawing up and serying—Ord. 
52, r, 14. ; 
An order giying leave to sign judgment under order 14, unless a 
sum is paid before a day named, need not be served upon the defend- 
ant before judgment is signed upon it. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from the order of a master setting 
aside judgment and execution in the action, and ordering the plaintiff to 
pay the costs of the application and the sheriff’s charges. 

The action was brought for £22 11s., the price of goods sald and 
delivered, On February 25 a summons under onar 14 was heard before a 
master, when it was admitted by the defendant that the sum of £22 0s. 4d. 
was due. The master gave leave to sign judgment fcr that amount, wii 
interest, if any, and £6 10s. for costs, unless £22 Os. 4d., with £2 10s, 
costs, was paid before March 1. On March 1 the master’s order was drawn 
doed the money not haying been paid, judgment was immediately 

ed and execution issued. Later in the same day a tender of the 
the defendant, but was refused. 


amount was made b 
he plaintiff.—The judgment was vegulay, ond if it is 


Corrie Grant, for t 


th that Geor, 


where the p rty to be served himeclf hes 
It is where the other side may 
necessity of service arises. 
ere, for instance, an order is made ne ee plead, i 
on cy 


serving the order, does not SpPly 
to take the next step under the order. 
ay that the order is abandoned that the 


be drawn up and served upon the other side. 






terms which limit the exercise of the applicant’ D 
be Ede de $ wna Pe can Shen ke the steps which he f~4 
en’ 0, and it is ore necessary a nal : 
side should know whether lauule atin 


case an order for judgment was made unless a was paic 
the defendant before a day named. I think that it was not p 
serve this order, before signing judgment upon it, in t 
named being paid. ‘the Judeppent wae thenetone , and the 
ant should BY the costs of it; but the i of th 
ale tar hae ie re em 
er varied, by direc ent 
costs of the seryice of the pon Hap the defendant to pay the costs 
application. 

Kolicitors for the plaintiff, Geo. Davis, Son, § Co. 
Solicitor for the defendant, FE. Sweeting. 





March 13.—Cowley (applicant) v. Tyler (respondent) ; Re a Bill of Bale. 
Relief under section 7 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882. 

This was an application by the r of bill of sale for an order under 
section 7 of the Bills of Bale Ket, +389, that As grantee should be 
restrained from removing or selling the chattels contained in the bill of 


sale. 
The affidavit in oupport of the application all that the consideratjon 
stated in the bill of sale had not’ passed; and that all the instalments 


under the bill of sale had been paid as they became due. 
mitted that all the instalments 


The respondent's affidavit ! nts that h 
become due had been paid, but all that the sum of £106 10s. = 
interest was due to him, this sum ving been paid by ‘him at the 
applicant’s request to her landlord, who distrained for rent pon the 


furniture included in the bill of sale. 
0. A. Pope, for the applicant. 
Black, for the respondent. 

Fretp, J.—If the applicant had re the dent the rent tha he 
has paid to her landlord, I should have her relief under’ the 
section. As it is, the application is entirely groundless. 

fel dismissed, with costs. 

Solicitor for the respondent, W, F. Tilsley. 

Solicitor for the applicant, W. H. Lane.” 


March 14.—Oooper v. Moon. 

Affidavits taken out of her Majesty’s daminions, i whe oqnaul 
or vice-consul—Ord. 38, r. Reine 22 Vict. c. 95, Aiea aa 37 
Vict. c. 66, s. 76. 

This was an ex parte application by the plaintiff to allow an affidavit 
of service of the writ on the defendant that had been sworn in the 

United States to be filed. 


The affidavit in question was sworn by the os of Kanawha 
county, West Virginia, U.S. The jwrat was as follows:—‘‘ Sworn . , 


before me, George Ritter, a justice of the B and local ‘ma te tp 
and for Kanawha county, in the State of West Vi Uni tates of 
America, duly authorized and empowered by the of the’ sai State, 
to administer oaths in and for the said county.” Appended to‘ the 


¢ of Kanawha 


affidavit was a certificate of the president of the county ¢ 
Ritter wasa local m: empowered to administer oat 

and a certificate of the clerk of the county court to the same and bi 

ing = ~ og of the president. The Seal of the county court of Kahawha 

was affixed. 

Fretp, J.—I thinkit may safely be held that, by virtue of the 7 

section of the Judicature Act, 1873, the 31st section of the 21 Bi 

¢. 95 is to be read as if the words “The High Court of Justice * were nanted 

uently, that affidavits sworn in therein 


yelp A in it, and, con manner m provine 
ne inet vo oe be upon the terms of the defendant, not the plaintiff, ow may be fl ed by the 4 : nt “so alsa af da te ro in * et 
H. D, Greene, for the defendant,—The judgment was irregular, because | PT° ° of the Bye 2) sori 
; case the affidavit rts to have been sworn before a local 
the order of February 25 was not served upon the def t. By the magisttate, atid’ T din court 


cticé, both at common law and in equity, an order must be serv 
fore it can be enforced. By ord. 52, r. 15, certain specified orders need 
not be drawn up; but, except in that respect, there is nothing in the rules 
toalter the former practice. He cited Lush’s Practice, 3rd ed., p. 953; 
Chitty’s Practice, 13th ed., p. 1281; Daniel’s Ch. Practice, 6th ed., p. 
1545; Metcalfe y. The British Tea Association (46 L. T. N. 8. 31). 
Figtp, J.—I have looked through the cases with which Mr. Greene has 
furnished me, but I do not find that they establish the proposition that an 
er must in all cases be served before it can be enforced. One of them 
(Land Credit Company of Ireland y. Fermoy, L. R. 5 Ch, 323) was an author- 
to the contrary. e master could only have given the defendant the 
Costs in this case upon the ground that the plaintiff was wrong in signing 
judgment when he did. Possibly, in a case of very 8 practice, the 
master fmigtit make the plaintiff pay the costs where he was technically 
t; but there is no such sharp practice here. The order ungu - 
ably was that the money should he paid before Saturday, and that not 
ng been done, {udgment was signed on that day. The proposition in 
the text-books as to the necessity, in certain cases, of dra up and 





that the seal and ei =p of the loc 
may, from comity of nations, be taken as authenticating his authority to 
administer an oath. 


Orde: 


r. 
Solicitors for the plaintiff, 4. W. Johnson § Sons. 
March 18.—The Staffordshire Joint Stock Bank (Limited) y, Weaver. 
Time—Order for judgment not acted upon for a year—Ord. 34, pv, 12. 






on to proceed 


This was an ex parte application by the plaintiff for leave- to 
ment on ap from the district 


sign judg- 


The district registrar had ieleeing 

the case :—An order for judgment, under order 14, was 
ber 8, 1882, No step has since been taken in the 
now 


twelve months have elapsed. 





. Reported by 4. H, Brrqugston, Egq., Barrister-at-Law. 


notice 


plaintiff to sign judgment without’ giving ony 
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Under ord. 35, r. 8, I have requested the plaintiff to obtain the direction 
of a judge of this honourable court whether a month’s notice should be 
given by the plaintiff-to the defendant of his intention to proceed with the 
action (ord. 64, r. 13). : 
In support of the application a passage in 1 Chitty’s Archbold, 13th ed., 
180, was relied on, and it was stated that the reason judgment had not 
been signed before was that there had hitherto been nothing upon which 
execution could have been levied, and that, if a month’s notice of the 
=. application were to be given, there would again be nothing when 
t time had elapsed. : er 
Frarp, J.—There is no authority in support of this application, except 
the semble in the book of practice that has been referred to. ButI must 
look at the language of the rule. This is a cause in which there has been 
no for a year from the last proceeding. Is the plaintiff, who 
is appl. here, a party who desires to proceed? He clearly desires to 
by signing judgment against the defendant. Then, he is to give 
@ month’s notice to the other party of his intention to proceed. I think 
the district registrar was right. 
No order. 
Solicitor for the plaintiff, 


March 18.—The Queen (on the Prosecution of the Local Government 
Board) v. Cheshunt Local Board. 


Mandamus, prerogative writ of—Return to—Frivolous or vexatious— 
Ord. 25, r. 4—Ord. 53, rr. 9, 10. 


A return to a writ of mandamus is not a pleading, and cannot, there- 
fore, be struck out under ord. 25, r. 4. 


This was an application to strike outa return to a writ of mandamus, 
on the und that it disclosed no reasonable answer, or was frivolous 
or us. In the alternative, the summons asked that the point of law 
be set down for argument. j 

Morten, for the respondent.—There is no power to strike out this return. 
It is not a pleading. 

Channell, for the applicant.—By ord. 53, r. 9, the applicant for a 
mandamus may plead to the return as if it were a statement of defence 

in an action. He might, therefore, have demurred to it, if 
demurrers had not been abolished. This application is made under ord. 
25, r. 4, which is the p ing in lieu of demurrer. Ord. 53, r. 10, 
shows that a point of law may be raised in answer to a return to a manda- 


mus. 

Fretp, J.—Ord. 53, r. 9, enables the applicant to plead to the return as 
if it were a statement of defence, but it does not e the return itself a 
pleading, so that it can be struck out. 

‘ Order :—Pleading to return to be delivered, and point of law set down 
or t. 

So for the applicants, Sharpe, Parkers, § Co. 

Solicitors for the respondents, Duffield ¢ Bruty. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Arrzit—Nores of JUDGMENT APPEALED FROM—Dvuty or CounsEL— 
Arripaviror Grounps or Jupcment.—In a case of Ez parte Skerratt, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 13th inst., a question arose as to the 

of counsel to take notes of the judgment delivered by a judge whose 

is epaoele’ from. In the present case, which wasan appeal from 

@ decision of Bacon, C.J., the Court, in the course of the argument, in- 
mired what was the ground of the judgment of the Chief Judge. It 
peas that no shorthand note of his judgment had been taken, 
and the counsel engaged in the case had not taken any note. An 
affidavit made by a solicitor’s clerk, who was present in court when the 
judgment was delivered, was tendered to show the grounds of it. Corron, 
-, said that, when no shorthand note had been taken of a judgment 
which was from, the counsel who were present when it was 
delivered ought to be able to state to the court, either from their own 
notes or from recollection, what were the grounds of the judgment. It 


was wrong for any to make an affidavit of the grounds of the 
judgment. This would only add unnecessarily to the expense. Fry, L.J. 
thought it should be understood that it was the duty of counsel to take a 


note of the substance of a judgment.—NSoticrrors, Pitman & Son. 


—_— 


Sramive ovr Arrzgat—APrrgAL PRESENTED AFTER UNDERTAKING NOT TO 
.—In a case of King v. Ashwin, before the Court of Appeal on the 
19th inst., the question arose whether a person, who had given an under- 


i 


taking not to a 1 against a judgment, could be allowed to proceed with 
- which he had set down. The action was tried before Pollock, 
o W 


the defendants submitted to a judgment directing certain 
accounts and inquiries, and no evidence was mem by the plaintiff. 
The plaintiff wished to heve this judgment drawn up as obtained on the 
consent of the defendants, but the defendants objected to this, and, on 
the minutes being spoken to before Pollock, B., he suggested that the 
pee should ence ne an ere yea by the defendants not to 4. or] 
ion was pted, the judgment, as drawn up, contain 
the oat, the defendants wolietehing respectively oh Be appeal.” 
Notwithstanding this, the defendants gave notice of appeal, and the 
aoe then gave notice of motion asking that the notice of appeal t 
set aside, as being in breach of the defendants’ , and 


the entry of the appeal might be struck out. It was alleged that th 
defendants had not authorized their solicitors or their counsel to give th 
undertaking. The Court (Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) held that the entry of 
the appeal must be struck out, and said that the defendants, if they hag 
not authorized the giving of the undertaking, ought to have applied 
the court, upon proper evidence, to have it struck out of the order— 
Sorrcrrors, Rogers ¢ Clarkson ; E, H. Smith ; J. R. Chidley. 





Costs—ADMINISTRATION AcTION—EXECUTOR OF DEFAULTING ExEcurog, 
—In acase of Griffiths v. Lewis, before the Court of Appeal on the Iih 
inst., a question arose as to the costs which ought to be allowed to th 
executor of a defaulting executor who was defendant to an action for the 
administration of the estate of the original testator. The action wy 
brought by a devisee and legatee for the administration of the estate of 
G. The defendant was L., who was the executor of E., the survi 
executor of G. E. had not accounted for the whole of the personal 
of G. which he had received. By the judgment at the trial of the action 
an account was directed of the personal estate of G. come to the hands of 
E., his —o executor, and to the hands of the defendant, as executg 
of E. since his death. And it was ordered that what on taking this account 
should ai to have come to the hands of the defendant should fe 
pesihnte ~ him personally, and what should appear to have come to the 
hands of E. should be answered by the defendant out of the assets of B, 
in a due course of administration. And, the defendant not admi 
assets of E. for that purpose, it was ordered that an account should be 
taken of the personal estate of E. come to the hands of the defendant. The 
chief clerk by his certificate found that there was a balance of £228 due 
from the estate of E. to the estate of G., and that there was a balance of 
£50 7s. 6d. due from the defendant personally in respect of personal 
estate of G. received by him personally. The chief clerk also certified 
that there was due from the defendant an account of personal estate of E, 
received by him of £54 3s. 2d. On the further consideration of the action 
Chitty, J., directed payment into court of the balance of £50 7s. 6d. due 
from the defendant on account of G.’s personal estate, and of the pm. 
ceeds of sale of some outstanding personal estate of G. which was directed 
to be sold. And a1eference was directed to the taxing master to tax the 
costs of the plaintiff and the defendant of the action, as between solicitor 
and client, Jistinguishing the defendant’s costs of taking the account of 
the estate of G., and also any c' and properly incurred by 
the defendant relating to the administration of G.’s estate and the execu. 
tion of the trusts of his will beyond his costs of the suit. And it was 
ordered that, out of the money to be paid into court, the plaintiff's costs 
should be paid to her solicitors, ‘‘and the said charges and expenses of 
the defendant and his cogts of taking the said account so to be distinguished 
as aforesaid, and one moiety of his remaining costs of this action be er 
to his solicitor. And it was ordered that the defendant should 
be at liberty to retain the sum of £54 2s. 3d., found due from him a 
executor of E., in respect of the other moiety of the costs of the action. 
From this order the defendant appealed, alleging that the other moiety 
of his remaining costs of the action ought to have been ordered to be 
paid out of the estate of G., inasmuch as he personally had not com- 
mitted any default. The Court of Appeal (Corron, Bowzn, and Fay, 
L.JJ.) declined to alter the order. ey said that the strict order to 
make in such a case was, that such costs as were clearly attributable t 
the position of the defendant as resenting the estate of the original 
testator should be paid to him out of that estate; that such costs as were 
clearly attributable to his position as representing the estate of his own 
testator should be paid to him out of that estate; and that the residue of 
the costs should be apportioned between the two estates. The order of 
Chitty, J., amounted in substance to the same thing, for the defendant 
was to receive from the estate of the original testator the costs attribut- 
able to his position as representing that estate, and he was allowed to 
retain the whole of the balance due from him as executor of his own 
testator. And, probably because the judge thought that the expense of 
an inquiry for the purpose of apportioning the remaining costs between 
the two estates would be more than it was worth, he had roughly appor- 
tioned those costs by ordering them tobe borne in moieties.—So 1crroRs, 
I. H. Wrentmore ; Young, Jones, § Co. 





Reoistration or Destons—Corrnicut or Generat Errect—‘‘ Opyi0us 
Iurration ’’—Patents, Designs, AnD Trapg-Marxs Act, 1883 (46 & 41 
Vicr. c. 57), s. 58.—In the case of Grafton ¢ Co. v. Watson & Co., before 
Chitty, J., on the 13th inst., the question arose whether a registered design, 
consisting of a dominant part and subordinate , 80 as to 
produce a eral effect, is infrin by a producing a similar 
effect, notwithstanding that such design imitates neither the dominant 
part nor the subordinate parts of the registered design. It appeared that 
the plaintiffs and defendants were calico printers at Manchester, and that 
it is the custom of the trade to produce 8 in the autumn for the 
fashions in the following spring, orders for execution being received in the 
meanwhile, In October last the plaintiffs registered four designs as 8 
range or series, but found, in January, that goods bearing a design of 
alleged similarity to their design were being sold by the defendants. It 
was stated by the defendants that their had been especially pro- 
duced for them in Paris by a designer to whom the plaintiffs’ design had 
been admittedly shown in order that he might, whilst producing a general 
effect, which it was said was the fashion in vogue, avoid imitating in any 





particular the plaintiffs’ . ‘The defendants’ design did not imitate 
the parts of the registered di but was a combination of equivalen' 
so arranged as to produce a similar effect. It was contended that wall 


effect could not be the subject of registration. Ourrry, J., said that the 





March 22, 1884, | 
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mestion was whether the defendants’ design was a ‘fraudulent and 
obvious imitation ’’ within the words of section 58 of the Patents, Designs, 
and Trade-Marks Registration Act, 1883. He held that it was a fraudu- 
lent imitation, using the word ‘‘ fraudulent ’’ in no odious sense, but in its 
legal use. With regard to whether the imitation was obvious, the word 
“obvious ’’ in the Act of Parliament did not mean obvious to the uneducated 
or unskilled eye, but obvious to a judge or to a jury sitting as experts. 
That such should be the meaning attributable to the word was supported 
by the decision of the Appeal Court in Mitchell v. Henry (L R. 
15 Ch. D. 181). In his lordship’s opinion, when the two designs 
were compared together, there was an obvious imitation caused by the 
defendants’ reproduction of the plaintiffs’ combination and arrangement. 
The general effect produced was the same as that of the plaintiffs’ design, 
and was in palpable imitation of it. He was satisfied that, but for the 
production of the plaintiffs’ design, that of the defendants would not have 
. Notwithstanding the conflict of evidence, and, taking into 
consideration the ephemeral life of a fashion design, he held that, upon 
the balance of convenience and inconvenience, the per course was to 
t an interim injunction, restraining the defendants from infringing the 
tiffs’ design.—Soxicitors, Grundy, Kershaw, Saxon, § Samson ; Clarke, 
‘sodcock, § Ryland, for Orford, Manchester. 





AGREEMENT FoR LeaseE—ReservaTion or Ricut or SHoormve — 
Grounp Game Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vicr. c. 47), s.5.—In the case of Allhusen 
v. Brooking, before Chitty, J., on the 14th inst., a motion was made by the 

intiff for an injunction restraining the defendant from shooting hares 
and rabbits in contravention of a stipulation contained in an ment 
fora lease. It appeared that the plaintiff, being owner of the Vicarage 
Farm, Stoke Pogis, Bucks, in 1876 entered into an agreement with one 
Hales to lease the farm for a term of three years, determinable as therein 
mentioned, and reserving to the landlord the exclusive right of shooting 
over the farm, but giving to the tenant the right to kill rabbits otherwise 
than with a gun. By a second agreement, made in February, 1880, it 
was agreed that the agreement of 1876 should be varied in certain par- 
ticulars, and it was stated therein that ‘‘ the landlord agreed to the tenant 
ing possession of the land and premises now held and agreed to be 
held under this agreement for a period of fourteen years, to commence on 
the 29th of September, 1881.’’ Both of the documents were of a very 
informal character. Hales remained in possession until December, 1880, 
when the agreements were, with the consent of the plaintiff, assigned to 
the defendant, who had since been the occupier of the land. The plaintiff 
complained that hares and rabbits had heen shot by a person who had 
received the defendant’s written authority, purporting to be given under 
the Ground Game Act, 1880, and the question raised was whether the 
saving clause of the Act was applicable to an agreement for a lease for 
years made previously to the 7th of September, 1880, the date of the 
passing of the Act, but for a term to commence after that date. The 
saving clause (section 5) is as follows:—‘‘ Where, at the date of the 
passing of this Act, the right to kill and take ground game on the land is 
vested by lease, contract of tenancy, or other contract bond fide made 
for valuable consideration, in some person other than the occupier, the 
occupier shall not be entitled under this Act, until the determination of 
that contract, to kill and take ground e on such land.’’ Curry, J., 
said that the agreement of February, 1880, was a valid agreement for a 
lease, binding on both parties, and one which the court would enforce in 
an action for specific performance, and decree the lease to be so drawn as 
to give effect to the reservation of shooting. The Ground Game Act, 
1880, commenced with conferring on the occupier the right to kill and 
shoot the ground game, and, by section 3, rendered void any agreement 
purporting to defeat and alienate such right. But, according to the rules 
of construction of statutes, section 3 must be considered prospective only, 
for it contained no express words taking away old rights without giving 
any compensation. Apart from this, the agreement came distinctly within 
the terms of section 5, and to hold otherwise would not only be straining 
the age of the Act, but also infringing the principle that the Legis- 
lature did not interfere with vested rights without providing compensa- 
tion. The case before the court was not one of a contract future to the 
Act, but one in which the right was vested in the landlord at the date of 
the passing of the Act by a contract made bord fide for valuable consider- 
ation. An interim injuncticn was therefore granted.—Souicrrors, G. L. P. 
Eyre § Co., for Durnford ¢ Lovegrove, Windsor ; Drake, Son, § Parton. 





Petition ror APPOINTMENT OF NEW TRUSTEES—ABSCONDING TRUSTEE— 
Sunsrrrurep Service.—In a case of In re Nicholson’s Trusts, before Pear- 
son, J., un the 19th inst., a question arose as to substituted service. A 
petition had been presented, under the Trustee Acts, for the appointment 
of two new trustees of a will in place of one trustee 
who had died and another who had been adjudicated a 

ikrupt. The bankrupt had misappropriated some of the 
trust fund. The petition also asked for a vesting order. The note at the 
foot stated that it was intended to serve the petition on (amongst other 
persons) the bankrupt. The petitioners applied ex parte foran order for 
substituted service on the bankrupt, and adduced evidence to show that he 
had absconded. Paxson, J., declined to make the order. He said that 
he had never before heard of the service of such a petition on an absconding 
trustee, and he believed it to be quite unnecessary.—Sotrcrrors, Learoyd ¢ 





Ixstrruizon parrvine No Prorrr.—In a case of Rolls v. Miller, before 
» J., on the 7th inst., a question arose as to the construction of a 


restrictive covenant in a ‘lease. The action was brought by a lessee to 
restrain an alleged breach by sub-lessees of a covenant contained in the 
original lease, to the effect that the lessee should not at any time during 
the term, use, exercise, or carry on, or permit or suffer to be used, exer- 
cised, or carried on, upon the demised “‘any trade or business 


of any description whatsoever,’’ without the consent of the lessor. There 
were no Wo; uiring that the house should be used only as a private 
dwelling-house. defendants were about to use the house the 


Pos age of an institution for estabhshing ‘‘ Homes for Working Girls.’’ 
uch ‘homes’’ had been established in various of London. The 
object was to provide board and lodging in the house for girls employed in 
daily labour. The expense of so d was defrayed, partly by means of 
the voluntary contributions of charitable persons, a FON by means of 
small payments made by the girls for their board pm Ba Bag on-phoy 


rofits were derived by the of the institution. Pearson, J., 
eld (ante, p. 103, L. R. 25 Ch. D. that such a use of the house would 
be a breach of the covenant. It w be acarrying on of a “ business,” 


though no profit was derived from it. After this decision was given the 
managers of the institution determined to alter their system with 
to this particular house, and to require no Pa par from the girls who 
should avail themselves of its advantages ; they were to be ered as 
‘* guests’ of the committee. The case was then brought again before 
Pearson, J., by arrangement between the , to obtain his decision 
whether the scheme carried out with this alteration would involve a breach 
of the covenant. Pzarson, J., was of opinion that it would. He said 
that the nature of the new scheme appeared from the following resolutions 
by the committee :—‘‘ First, this home is intended by the com- 
mittee for the free use of working girls and young women between the 
ages of fifteen and twenty-five, who are without situations and temporarily 
unable to support themselves; secondly, all applications for ission 
are to be made personally to the su tendent, with whom will rest the 
right to refuse admission without ing any reason, and to whom satis- 
factory references as to respectability must be furnished ; thirdly, no 
charge of any kind will be made for the use of this house or for any meals 
that may be supplied therein; fourthly, the residents will consider them- 
selves as guests of the superintendent and committee, and will, it is h 4 
feel it incumbent on them to regard the wishes of the superintendent, 
who, so far as possible, will desire them to conduct themselves as if 
were in their own homes; fifthly, the superintendent, however, wishes it 
to be understood that the residents will be expected to attend morning and 
evening family prayers and church services, and to render, if and as she 
wishes it, cheerful assistance in the performance of the domestic duties of 
the house.”” Ithad been contended on behalf of the plaintiff that it 
necessarily followed from the terms of the injunction that there would 
still be a breach of the covenant, inasmuch as profit made no difference, 
and profit being derived from payment, payment, therefore, could make no 
difference, in respect of this home beimg a “business.” On the 
other hand, it was urged that there would no longer be any trading, that 
a new state of circumstances altogether had arisen, and that the court must 
consider the case as brought on now for the first time; and it was con- 
tended that the home, as it was intended to be conducted, was no more 
than a house m which the guests of any were received without 
payment, that it was in fact merely a business of ‘hospitality, and 
could not come within the terms of a covenant i on & 
or business. His lordship could not agree with this view of the case. 
There was very little authority yn — but there was the case 
of Doe v. Keeling (1 M. & 8. 98). the lessee covenanted ‘‘ not to use or 
exercise upon the demised , orany thereof, ny tow on or business 
whatsoever, without the licence of the lessor.”” The afterwards 
assigned the lease to a schoolmaster, who carried on his business in the 
house. Lord Ellenborough, C.J., said: ‘‘I have no doubt that this is a 
business within the ineaning of the covenant, and one which is likely to 
create as much annoyance as can be predicated of almost any business. 
It surely cannot be contended that the noise and tumult which sixty boys 
create are not a considerable annoyance, as well to the neighbourhood 
to the house, from which any landlord may fairly be supposed to 
desirous of redeeming his premises; and the exhibition, too, of 
may be said somewhat to resemble a show of business within the 
the covenant. The intention of the covenant was that the house 
not be converted to any p 
neighbourhood, and, by that means, to 
Et when another tenant = be required. But a business 
d would necessarily produce 
eee th nos a > ae ect gn 
to the spot a as 
friends of the children ; and it is, ‘iesdhen, teak egetion 
would have most prominently offered itself as fit to 
certain that the words of the covenant in 
— of trade which is carried on by means of sale and 
of trade ; but can we say that the word ‘ business’ does 
an occupation as the present? It seems to me that we cannot ; 
to the intention, if the party had it in his 
his own privacy or that of his neighbourhood, there can be 
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certainly was not done by ordinary guests or visitors.. Then it might be 
gathered from the statement that the superintendent was not either the 
owner of the house nor the lessee, but was a paid superintendent, and was 
to receive visitors who came to mspect the arrangements of the home, and 
she was also to ascertain the character of the applicants and to superin- 
tend their conduct. For all purposes the inmates were to be outside of 
the ordinary domestic life of a house. Under all these circumstances, he 
was of opinion that this was something which was not within the ordinary 
domestic life of a house, but was in all respects different from it, It was, 
in fact, a business which was carried on by the subscribers to the institu- 
tion, notwithstanding that, in future, no payment was to be required 
from the inmates. Moreover, the court was now dealing with only one 
of these homes, where no payment was to be made, but this did not-apply, 
as he understood, to the other homes, where payment would sti be 
continued ; and it would be difficult to say that one of the homes was not 
@ business while all the others were so.—Soxicrrors, Markby, Wilde, $ 
Burra ; Mitier § Pook ; Nisbet § Daw. 

Vexpor anp Purcuaser—Sprctric PerrorMANCE—STATUTE OF FRavups. 
—In a caseof Ozdv, Coombes, before Pearson, J., on the 4th inst., the 
question arose whether an agreement for the sale of a house was void 
under the Statute of Frauds, on the ground that it did not contain all the 
material terms of the agreement between the parties. The action was 
ea for the specific performance of an agreement for the sale of some 
leasehold public-houses.. The plaintiff was a brewer, the defendant J. C., 
was the lessee, for the remainder of a term of ninety-nine years (deter- 
minable on a life or lives), of a public-house called the George and 
Crown, which was occupied by the defendant W. C. (the brother of J. C.), 
as his tenant. The defendant W. C. was also lessee of another public- 
house, called the Dinnington Inn. On the 6th of April, 1882, the following 
agreement in writing was entered into between the plaintiff and the defend- 
ant W. C.:—‘‘ This is to witness that an agreement is made this day between 
W. C., for self and brother J. C., to sell to O. the George and Crown Inn and 
premises, and all interests thereto belonging, for the sum of £1,000. On 
account of this sum fifty pounds has this day been paid.’’ On the agree- 
ment was the following indorsement:—‘‘ It is further agreed that all 
tenant’s fixtures shall be taken ata fair valuation, and that the sum of 
twenty pounds shall be paid for all grates. It is agreed that the 
stock-in-trade shall be kept as low as conyenience will allow, and shall 
also be taken in the same way by valuation. It is further agreed that the 
remainder of the interest in the Dinnington Inn, held by lease, shall be 
included (the owner or his agent permitting), the balance to be paid and the 
deeds passed over at such time as shall be mutually arranged.’? These docu- 
ments were both signed by W.C.and by O. There was 3 dispute whether 
W. C. had authority to enter into the agreement on behalf of his brother, 
J. C., but, for the purpose of determining the question on the Statute of 
Frauds, the authority was admitted. It was objected (1) that in the contract 
the purchase-money was not apportioned between the two houses, and 
that, therefore, as to each house the amount of the purchase money was 
uncertain ; (2) that the time for the completion of the contract was left un- 
certain. Pxanson, J., overruled the objections, and held that the statute 
had been sufficiently complied with. The two persons capable of selling the 
two properties had agreed to sell them for £1,000, and the purchaser had 

to do with the apportionment of price between the two. On 
payment of £1,000, he was entitled to a conveyance of the entire subject- 
matter of the contract. The other objection was was that the contract was 
not complete until the time for completion had been mutually agreed-upon 
by the parties. His lordship was not aware that time was of the essence 
of a contract within the Statute of Frauds. He was not aware of any 
case in which a vendor had been allowed to say that, because the agree- 
ment did not mention the date for completion, there was not a contract at 
all, but only negotiation. No doubt, in May v. Thomson (L. R. 20 Ch. 
D, 705), Jessel, M.R., eaid (p. 717), ‘‘ If both parties intend that a lease 
should be taken from a day to be named, and the one simply sgid that he 
would take a lease, and the other said he would grant a lease, and it was 
held that that was enough without fixing a day, you would be making a 
new bargain for the parties. Well now, turn the granting of a lease into 
an assigument, the same intention may be present tothem. It may be 
an assignment of a lease and goodwill of a business. Both ies may 
ughly understand that they are to have a day fixed for the payment 
of the purchase-money and the carrying out of the assignment, and that 
there is no final bargain without it; yet, if they do not state it, the court, 
it is said, fixes upon the term and makes them bargain for a reasonable 
time, to be fixed upon by a jury, who may be, perhaps, not very con; 
versant with the matter. We must always be on our guard against that.’’ 
His lordship agreed with every word of that. But looking at the agreement 
in the present case, he thought that it contemplated completion within a 
reasonable time, and that the day for completion was to be arranged so as 
to suit the convenience of both parties. The contract was a final one, 
and this term was only a subsidiary stipulation.—So.icrrors, Sandys & 
Trevenen ; G. M. & J. B. Benson, 








In the House of Commons, on the 13th inst., Mr. W. H. Smith asked 
whether arrangements had been made to relieve the block in the Court af 
Chancery which occurred last year. The Attorney-General said that a 
ps number of cases had been transferred to the Queen’s Bench Division, 

the only other relief that could be given would be to exempt the 
judges of the Chancery Division from going circuit. This was now under 
consideration, as was also a lto send only one judge instead of two 
into the smaller counties. the jua es would be put into the 
commission, «0 that they could be utilized as required in the different 
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SOCIETIES. 


EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The thirty-ninth annual general meeting of this society was held on 
Tuesday at the society’s house, No. 18, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Mr. Jouy 
Moxoy Canon, the chairman, presiding. 

The report, which was taken as read, stated that the progress made 
during the year had been very satisfactory. The total amount assured 
under 232 policies issued in the year was £522,082, of which £347,955 hed 
been retained by the society and the remainder re-assured. The new 
premiums received had amounted to £15,989 3s. 7d., and the premiums on 
new re-assurances to £4,293 15s.; the net amount of new premiums was 
therefore £11,695 8s. 7d., of which £2,022 1s. 6d. were single premiums, 
The gross amount of renewal premiums received was £158, 290 Os. 10d, 
In this, however, was included a sum of £10,723 2s, 7d. received in com- 
mutation of future premiums on four policies. The sum paid for re. 
assurances was £22,119 19s. 2d., leaying a net amount of £136,170 Is. 8d, 
The amount of assurances in force at the end of the year was £5,551,522, 
or, deducting re-assurances, £4,525,311 10s. The amount of interest and 
dividends received during the year was £63,410 4s..10d., being an increase 
of £3,030 7s. 4d. upon the corresponding item in 1882. The profit on 
reversions which was realized during the year had amounted to 
£19,258 Os. 5d. A large profit had also accrued to the society by a death 
during the year, which was now in course of realization. This profit would 
come into the accounts of 1884. The claims admitted in the year were 
under 66 policies, msuring £115,468 3s. 6d. upon 47 lives; of these 
policies 50 were on the participating scale, and carried bonuses of £25,678; 
the payments of the society were, however, reduced by £4,000 received 
from other companies under re-assurance policies. The claims of the year 
had been unusually large, but the average amount per annum paid during 
the four years of the quinquennium which had elapsed had been 
£93,648 14s., which was considerably under the expectation. The amount 

aid for surrenders was again considerable ; it was, however, much swol- 
ie by a few cases of large amount. The total receipts during the year 
had amounted to £249,917 16s. 1d., and the total payments to 
£196,591 15s. 8d., so that the society’s assets had been increased by 
£53,326 0s. 5d. They now amounted to £1,871,757 6s. 1d., and, excluding 
unproductive items, such as cash on current account and the reversions, 
were invested on the 31st of December last to produce an average rate of 
interest of £4 10s. 6d. per cent. per annum. The directors had to regret 
the loss, by death, of One of their members, Mr. Dunning; but, as an 
extra di r was elected at the last general meeting, there was no 
vacancy to be filled up on the —- occasion. The report also regretted 
to announce the death of Mr. Valpy, one of the auditors. 

The CHarrman, in moving the adoption of the report, said that the 
business which had been done had been as good, or nearly as good, as in 
any former year. The society had £1,900,000in reserve, and well invested 
at £4 10s. 6d. per cent. They had paid in claims one and a quarter 
millions, and, in cash bonuses, £102,000 ; and when they came to the end 
of the present year, the quinquennium, they would have made a very satis- 
factory profit. Last year the assurances were £522,000, and the premiums 
£15,989. These were the gross figures; the net figures were—assurances 
£347,955, and premiums £11,695. The average of the past four years in 
assurances was £827,000, and this year £347,000; in premiums £11,949, 
and this year £11,695, rather below the average—in other words, on rather 
younger lives. The directors last year had brought business amounting 
to £64,173, and in the year before, £65,213. The shareholders jJast yeat 
brought £38,501, and, in the previous year, £23,918, whilst the officers 
had brought £69,426, against £66,276 in 1882. Solicitors not shareholders 
had brought £233,082, against £125,724 in the preceding year. As he 
had mentioned at the last annual meeting, a gentleman at Halifax had 
printed a work giving thirty insurance offices in the order of their advan- 
tage to the assured, and the Equity and Law Life was placed first on the 
list. He (the chairman) had every reason to believe this was true. Other 
sources had brought £88,700, against £65,380. Other offices owed them 
£324,000, which would rank, in future years, as pert of their assurances, 
and from various sources, in addition, they had had £28,000, as against 
£25,000 in the previous year. The policies connected with loans were 
£219,312, and their renewal premiums were £125,447. Last year they paid 
claims on 47 lives, and 66 policies amounting to £137,146, whereas, 
according to the expectation in life, they ought only to have paid £115,000. 
That was simply because lives that ought to have dropped in previous 
years lived on until last year. The average was thirty-four lives in the 
year, and they had, during the four years, paid £50,000 less than was ex- 
pe The average amount of policy last year was £2,250, a larger 
amount than had eyer been the cage in lomher years; the average of the 
whole period having been £1,738. e larger the policy the better the 

sition in life of the insured, and they were better off in that respect 
han had ever been the case. Their expenses formed, also, a very favourable 
item. The expenses were £7,882—only 3} per cent, He doubted whether 
any other office in London could show so low a percentage of expenses. 
There was 4 ton reversions of £19,285, and he thought there had 
never been @ single year in sigs 9 there had not been a profit on rever- 
sions. He did not remember that they had ever made a loss on that 


branch of business, and last year one had fallen in which, in addition to 
the amount just quoted, gave them £35,000, which would come into the 
account for the current year. He then quoted ap instance of a policy 
effected ju 1847 for £6, 
alone at the present 


. The life was in existence, and the bonuses 
time amounted to £5,310. Some alterations were 
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being effected with regard to the drainage of the society’s premises at a 
cost of £500. In the course of his remarks, the chairman paid a high 
compliment to the officers, two of whom were abroad on account of 
illness. 

Mr. H. Fox Bristowr, Q.C., Vice-Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster 
(deputy-chairman), seconded the motion, also speaking in laudatory terms 
of the officers, and giving numerous instances of the value of the society 


_to the assured, and also to the proprietors. 


The report was unanimously adopted. 

On the motion of Mr. W. B. 8. Racknam, seconded by Mr. Epwarp 
Mosertey, Mr. E. F. Blake Church was elected an auditor in the place 
of the late Mr. Valpy. 

On the motion of Mr. Joun Booptz, seconded by Mr. Cottrs, the re- 
tiring directors, Mr. Clabon, the Right Hon. Sir J. Phillimore, Bart., Mr. 
G. U. Robins, and Mr. A. H. Shadwell, were re-elected. 

On the motion of Mr. E. Watmstey, Mr. A. H. Bailey and Mr. D. Pit- 
cairn were re-elected auditors. 

Mr. F. J, Tunyzx moyed, and Mr. Prrcarry seconded, a vote of thanks 
to the directors, and that £2,500 be paid to them for ir services for 
the ensuing year. 

Mr. Watmstey moved, and Mr, H. Brovenron seconded, a vote of 
thanks to the auditors, and the payment to them of eighty guineas for 
auditing the accounts last year. 

The motions were carried unanimously. 

4 vote of thanks to the officers, moyed by the Cuargan, and seconded 
by Mr. Powsit, and a voted of thanks to the chairman, moved by Mr. 
Rackuam, and seconded by Mr. Betiamvy, terminated the proceedings. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this, associa- 
tion was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wed- 
nesday, the 12th inst; Mr. William Beriah Brook in the chair. The 
other directors present were Messrs. 8. H Asker (Norwich), Edwin 
Hedger, John H, Kays, Grinham Keen, Robert E. Mellersh (Godalming), 
William Benjamin Paterson, Richard Pennington, Philip Rickman, 
Henry Roscoe, Sidney Smith, H. Smith Styan, Frederick T. Veley (Chelms- 
ford), W. Melmoth Walters, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secre- 
tary). A sum of £255 was distributed in grants of relief, fourteen new 
members were admitted to the association, and other general business 
was transacted, 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr, Apotrpuvs Grimrwoop Tayzor, solicitor (of the firm of Taylor, 
Simpson, & Taylor), of Derby, has been appointed by the High Sheriff 
of Derbyshire (Mr. Francis Noel Mundy) to be Under-Sheriff of that 
county for the ensuing year. Mr. Taylor is the only son of Mr. William 
Gmmwood Taylor, solicitor. He was educated at St. Paul’s School, and 
at Trinity College, Cambridge, and he was admitted a solicitor in 1873. 

Mr. Heyrzy Brune. Wurtz, solicitor, of Carmarthen, has been appointed 
a Perpetual Commissioner for Carmarthenshire for taking the ow- 
ledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 

Mr. Marri Currier, solicitor (of the firm of Curtler & Davis), of 
Worcester, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Worcestershire 
(Mr. Henry Bramwell) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing 
year. Mr. Ourtler was admitted a solicitor in 1851, e is clerk to the 
magistrates for the Worcester Division of the county. 

Mr. Joun Marrty, solicitor, of Nottingham, has been appointed by the 
High Sheriff of Nottinghamshire (Mr. Frederick Chatfield Smith) to be 
Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year, Mr. Martin was 
admitted a solicitor in 1851, 

Mr, Hernert Henry Hvunsoy, solicitor, of Portsmouth and Southsea, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Wii114m Arnotp Hzpnvrn, solicitor (of the firm of Hepburn, Sons, 
& Cutcliffe), of 76, Cheapside, has been elected Clerk to the Leathersellers’ 
Company. Mr. Hepburn was admitted a solicitor in 1874. 

Mr. Cuantes Cosrexer, solicitor, of Over Darwen, has been ap inted 
Wy the High Sheriff of Lancashire (Mr. Thomas Brooks) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Costeker is clerk to the 
magistrates at Over Darwen. He was admitted a solicitor in 1860. 

Mr. Henny Wiiu1am Posnicer, solicitor, of Westb has been ap- 
pointed by the High Sheriff of Wiltshire (Mr. Richard Sadiniy Hothorsatl 

hipps) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Pinniger is town clerk of Westbury and registrar of the Westby County 
Court. He was adinitted a solicitor in 1851. 

Mr. Reowarp Porrs, solicitor (of the firm of Potts & Roberts), of 
Chester, hag heen appointed a the High Sheriff of el 
Henry Cornwall Leigh) to be Under-S of that county for the ensuing 
year. Mr, Potts was admitted a solicitor in 1878. 

Mr. Writ1aM Osnerr Epwanps, solicitor (of the firm of Louis & Edwards), 
of Ruthin and Corwen, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissigner for 
pen hshire and Merionethshire for taking the Ackyowlédgmenty of 

y Married Women. 
Mr. Groner Fat, solicitor, of Aylesbury, hag been elected Coroner for 


| 





the Aylesbury Division of Buckinghamshire, in succession to Mr. Joseph 
Parrott, deceased. Mr. Fell had for some years acted as deputy-coroner. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1846. 


Mr. Atnert Iveson, solicitor, of Gainsborough, has been appointed by 
the High Sheriff of Lincolnshire (Mr. George Morland Ilutton) to be 
Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Iveson was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1860. e is coroner for the Kirton District of Lin- 
colnshire, clerk to the county magistrates, clerk to the Gainsborough 
Burial Board and Board of Guardians, and superintendent registrar. 

Mr. Henry Cu1tp Beppos, solicitor, proctor, and notary, of Hereford, 
has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Herefordshire (Mr. William 
Henry Barneby), to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Beddoe was admitted a solicitor in 1847. He is county treasurer and 
a magistrate for the city of Hereford. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


EXAMINER’S OFFICE. 


Whereas the office of Examiner of the Chancery Division of the High 
Court of Justice has been abolished, and the offices of the Sworn Clerks, 
hitherto attached to the said first-mentioned office, have thereby become 
unnecessary. Now we, the undersigned, being two of the Lords Com- 
missioners of her Majesty’s Treasury, by virtue of the 14th section of the 
Courts of Justice (Salaries and Funds) Act, 1869, and all other powers 
enabling us in that behalf, with the concurrence of the Lord Chancellor 
and the Master of the Rolls, do hereby order, that from and after the date 
of this Order there shall cease to be any Sworn Clerks of Examiners of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice, and that the offices of 
Sworn Clerks be abolished accordingly. 

The 29th day of February, 1884. 

R. W. Derr, 


Hersert J. Guianstone, 
Lords Commissioners of her Majesty’s Treasury- 
We concur in the aboye Order, 
Sziporng, C. 
W. B. Brerr, M.R. 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
March 13.—Bills Read a Third Time. 
Puryars Bu.is.—Boult’s Patent; Grayesend Town Quay and Pier: 
London and St. Katharine’s Docks. 
Speaker’s Retirement. ; 
March 14.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Prryars Brt,—Rotherham and Bawtry Railway and Bawtry and Trent 
Railway and Dock Companies. 
Brokers (City of London). 
March 17.—Bill in Committee. 
Brokers (City of London) (passed through Committee). 
March 18.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Habitual Criminals Act Amendment, 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Private Brrt.—King’s Norton Gas (Purchase). 
HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
March 12.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Cop rend ar gon ree 
yous re Revises (both ordered to be referred to Select Committee). 
New Bills, 
Vivisection Prohibition (Mr. at: 
Beer Adulteration Prevention (Col. Barns). 
March 13.—Bili Read a Second Time. 
Prrvars Bu.v.—Tooting, Balham, and Brixton Railway. 
Mareh 17.—Bilis Read a Second Time. 
Private Briis.—Croydon, Norwood, , and London Railway , 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 











Court or Mr. Justice 
Date. ; Avinss. Vv. CO. Bacon. Kay. 
Monday, March......0... = Mr. Carrington Mr. Farrer Mr. Cobby 
Treeday..ccrccces sovcece Lavie Teesdale Jackson 
Wednesday .....sccecseeee 26 Carrington Farrer Cobby 
Thursday .scsseee seve 27 Lavie Teesdale Jackson 
PEBARY .cccccccccccesccee 20 Currington Farrer Cobby 
SES ccwecccte cs: code Oe Lavie Teesdale Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Jnatice Mr. Justice 
Currry, Norra. Pearson. 
Tuesday March Mr. King Mr. Pemberton Mr. Koe 
YF ccccccvccecs Merivale Ward Clowes 
King Pemberton Koe 
be Merivale Ward Clowes 
PE bcdccigdedssccere King Pembe: ton Koe 
DEED cosccvecccscocse Merivale Ward Clowes 
COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Stock Companies. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

COLEFORD HEMATITE IRON ORE Company, LIMITED. ain for winding up, 
presented Mar 11, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.U., on Mar 22. Coburn 

and wl vome, Leadenhall st, solicitors for the petitioner 
BgRxin Steam Boat Company. Lim1TeED.—The Vice-Chancellor has by an 
order, dated Feb 8, appointed Henry Threlkeld Edwards, 66, Coleman:st, tbe 
official liquidator. tors are required, on or before April 10, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. 
April 24 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


Lonpow Surirs Stores’ Company, Limtrep.—Chitty, J., has by an order, dated 
Feb 18, wenn Henry Hughes Knill, 37, Cheapside, to be official liquidator. 
fore April 17, to send their names and 
pode h ; ar seta iatheatin, oldie, th tt Trae Ant M at 12 is 
‘or hearing an eae See and claims 
SuBurBAN House Prorerty Company, LimiteD.—Tearson, J., has by 





required, on _or before April 10, to send 
resses, and te pe pertiouiars "of their debts or claims, to the 
ane Apr 2% at 1 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 


weeeaee TrapDiInc CoMPANY, LimITED.—Petition%for winding up, presented 
Mar 10, directed to be heard before Fox-Bristowe, V.C., on Mar 25. eld and 


Weightman, Liverpool, solicitors for the itioner 
R. N. CUNNINGHAM AND COMPANY. Lambe. —Pearson, has by an nts, 


dated Dec 7, appointed William Lott Grimwade, 32, ee Victoria st, 


ip official liqui 
BRADBURY Lu1TED.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Mar 6, directed to heard before Kay, J., on Mar 28. Chamberlayne and 
Davies, Lincolh’s inn Peele. solicitors for the ‘tioners 
Sr. Micwag.’s Hatt Company, Lumitep.—Petition for win presented 
Mar 12, 12, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Mar 22. nity ond Oo, 
Coleman st, solicitors for the petitioners 
Unrrep Kinepom Boat AND FISHERMEN’S sompane INSURANCE COMPANY. 
.—Petition for oe winding =p presented Mar directed to be heard 
before Chitty, J., on Mar ok a and Co, Queen Victoria st, JR for 
the petitioner 


| Gazette, March 14.] 


AT PUBLISHING ComMPANY, LimITED.—By an order made by 
Chitty, J. dated Mar 8, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
“be con tinued. | Nash, New Bridge st, solicitor for the petitioners 
Coe i COMPANY, Lu«rTep.—By an order made by Kay, J., dated 
it was ordered that the company be wound up. Steele, eee hill, 
posetiop for the peitione 
tie - Srorace Company, Limrrep. ee for winding 
1 Mineo, Lime Mar 14, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Mar 29. 
ae st sq, solicitor for a petitioners 
AL Fish Dirwer COMPANY se —Creditors are uired, on 
ei loge April 1s, to send thetr ‘names an d addresses, and the iculars of 
their or claims, to Thomas Price ' Gower, 61, Cheapside, the official 
aapetees. Apr 30 at 12 is appointed for hearing and adj cating upon the 
Merrorouiraw (Brvsu) Exrecrric Licut anp Powzr Company, LimwiTep.—B 
an order made y aye J., dated Mar 7, 2 it was ordered that the vobuntasy 
company continued. Linklater and Co, Walbrook, 


ANY, LIMITED. Ben) for —— up, 


itor 
oer Aap COMPANY, 


a 


ers 
, Liamirep.— Pearson, J., has by | 
Grosvenor st Manchester, an 
rac NEWSPAPER paaey, 
8, it was ordered tha’ t the company be wound up. Levy, 8 so acmed 


[ Gazette, Mar. 18.) 
CHANCERY. 
ComPpany.—Petition for up, pre- 


he 


FRrieny: _— ett ecsinil Mar 

7 LY 6 Inn, Worcester. 18 
SOUTHAMMTON AUXILIARY ARY ODD Fxeii0Wwse’ FRIBNDLY 

Pramerapanen Loven, ovr Strand, Southampton, Mar 16 


[@anette, Mar, 18.) | 


CREDITORS’ CLAIMS 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Hips, THomas JAMES, sen, Ayles Buckingham, Gent. Mar3i. Steveng 

Hinds. Chitty. J. Lewis’ fly ph. Holborn . 
CHARLES, Fisherton Heuse Asylum, Salisbury. Mar 31. London 

County Banking Company, Limited, v Pink, Pearson, J. Petch, John st, Bat 


ford row 
[ Gazette, March 7] 


BLANSHARD, JOHN, iatertem, Lincoln, Farmer. Apr 8. Blanshard v Popply’ 
Chitty, J. Hett, Linco) 
GALE, FTELIAM. North F Fambridge 1 Hall, Essex, Farmer. Apr4. Blake v Gal 


Bacon, V.C. Duffield, Tok 
Lona, GEORGE, Che! , Clapham, Gent. Apr 2. Porter v Long, Kay,jJ, 

yea Great Marlow, Buckingham, Builder, Aprig, 
Bai Southampton st, Strand 


pd and Riley, Moorgate 
PL Sey a 
tty, J. tting, open 
STEVENS, aes Derby, Coal Merchant. a) 10. ar Colliery Companyy 
Fame, 3 Boullwyneinon, Ystradtellte, B F Apr 9, Williams 

ILLIAMS, JOHN, Penlwyn on, e, Brecon, Farmer. Apr 9, 
v Wi , Pearson, J. Scale, Nea 
[ Gazette, March 11,} 


AUSTINE, JOHN, New Malden, Surrey, Accountant. Apes. 21. John Bazley White 
and Brothers, Limited, v Austine , Kay, J. Jones and Co, John st, ord row 
, Denbigh, Butcher. Apr7. Morrisy 


rts, Ru’ 
—_ OuaxTos Gana Gas i Wells, a July 2. Semple y 
edge, Chil ursitor st, Chance: 
” ban : — [ Gazette, March 14] 


LLEWELLYN, THOMAS, Roath, Glamorgan, Farmer. Apr 15. Llewellyn v Lie. 
wellyn, Pearson, J. Morgan, 
Parr, HENRY, Catherington, ‘Southampton. Apr 17. Jervoise v Stubbington, 
Bacon, V.C. Longcrost, Havant 
SHERBORNE, JOSEPH PARSLEY, Butcombe. Somerset, Farmer. Apr ii. Winstone 
v Franks, District Registrar, Bristol. Inskip, Bristol 
(Gazette, Mar. 18] 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
ADAmMs, JAMES, Birmingham, Cab and Car Proprietor. Mar 20. Hawkes and 
Weekes, B ‘ham 
Barratt, EpGak, Brighton, D.M. Apr 30. Barratt, Birmingh 
Diane. EDWAED, Portslade, Sussex, Esq. Apr 10. "Lewin and ¢ Oo, Southampton 
, Strand 
WILLIAM GEORGE, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Gent. Mar 31. Arnott, 
Woodbridge 
Ons. em, Thornbury, Gloucester, Yeoman. May 5. Scarlett and Gwynns, 
Conway, CoRNELIUS, Foundling Hospital, Guilford st, Steward. Apr 3, Simpson 
and Co, Moorgate st 
COTTERELL, THOMAS SAMUEL, Bognor, Sussex, Esq. Apri. Staffurth, Bo; 
*° | Denon, Onaniae HAMPDEN, Chai Surgeon. Apri2. Syms and Son, 
val’s 
LLIsON, CUTHBERT EDWARD, Chester st. Grosvenor m Esq, J.P. Apr 21. Grover 
and Humphreys, King’s Bench walk, iemyie 
FELLOWS, JOHN, sen, Sheffield, Contracto: r6é. Taylor, Sheffield 
FRANCIS, Melbourne, De Derby, 4 ar 28. Barber and Bowly, 


Fox, FREDERIC 
Nottingham 
GATECLIFF, JOHN Wri114M, Southport, Lancaster, Gent. June 1. North aad 


GEAREY, J Abbots Langley, Hertford, Farmer. Apr 30. Geare Verulam 
bidgs. rin gh 7 ’ Pp Y> 
Goss, JAMEs, West Ham, Essex, Esq. ri. King, Abchurch lane 
VE, ELIZABETH, Taunton. Apr 19. Apt. and ae, Taunton 


Gro 
Hatt, Joun ORDE, Some sq pl, Queen sq, Solicitor. May 6. Layton and Co, 
Bu row, — 


HARGREAVES. > Bayswater, E Aprs8. Indermaur 
and Clark, havewiine ter, Sathana re oa 

Hakrras, JoOuN, Kirbymoorside, York, Apr4. Hugh and Pearson, Malton 

a , JAMES, Kirkby Stephen, Westnnciead, Gent. Mar 15. Hellis, 
ppie 


JaPvERY. . JouN, Cadeleigh, Devon, Rottred Farmer. Apr4. Searll, Crotees 
wn cee © Wpamesta, Saffron Walden, Essex, Surgeon. Mar 3i. Freeland 


Walden 

lapems, saa, ieee Looe ALEXANDER, Brighton, Esq. Apr 10. Godden and Co, Old 
ewry 
LINELL, HENRY, Salop, Farmer. May5. Potts and Potts, Broseley 
Lowe, THOMAS event Baitond, Parmer irs. Heane, Newport 
MuvoENs, EDWARD 1 a Belgian © at Liverpool. Apr 26. Frodsham 

and N: 

CHARLOTTE, Birkenhead. Apr 26. Frodsham and Nicholson, 


MEUGENS, 
verpoo 
MILLWARD, Mary, Wrockwardine, Salop. Apr2. Heane, Ne 
Monoay Tuoxas, Low Fell, Durham, 1 ag Apr 3. Hoyle mad Oi Co, Newcastle 


“at Pendridge crescent, Notting Hill. Apr 22. Montagu, Buck- 
ORTH, BENJAMIN, Wheatley, Oxford, Chair Manufacturer. Apr 21. Parker 
Mend Wilkine, High W combe 


PEACOCK, wwestoft, Auctioneer. r 5. Sohnase, Lowestoft 
PEARSON, Many, Brig Brighton. Mar 31, elf | Re ton 
Pris, JoHN GATCHPOLE, Lak A Sag oro Falooner. Apr 5. Read, 


Pizzy, Epwin Guate ISSING, Paeohem, Suffolk, Veterinary § Surgeon Apr5. Gold- 
ing 04 Son, W jPizmouth. as r 14. en tee ne uth 

JoEN, Retired’ Dairyman Dairyman. Gidley and Son, 
Semeur, J Roserr, ae Machine Woolcomber. pat 12, Killick and 00, 
Tray, JAMES ue poral, Boston, Lincoln, Coal Factor. May 1. Staniland 


Me Wiese” TLitAM LEwi8,' Bloomsbury sq, Gent. June 30, McMillin, Blooms 





VAnnon nn Re Bg Me pte , Queen’s gate, South Kensington, Esq, May 


EEE 
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YousDEN, SARAH, Union * Southwark, Confectioner. Apr 2. Wild and Co, 
Tronmonger lane, ——— 
WimpowsoNn, REBECoA, Torkara, Nottingham. Apr 14. Barber and Bowly, Not- 


Wui1aMs, ANN, Portypridd, Glamorgan. apr 7. Grover and Grover, Ponty- 


id 
WiLIAMS, JaBEZ, Pontypridd, Glamorgan. Apr7. Jones, Cardiff 
WILLIAMSON, “ar HiENsttAtt, Congleton, Chester, ; ester, Ironmaster. May 1. Cooper, 
castle under e 
= ore ‘[G@asette, Mar. 7.) 


ANSELL, JOSEPH, Aston juxta Birmingham, Gent. Apr 10. Appel Birmiogem 

Surry, ROBERT BRYAN, Cinderford. Gloucester, Surgeon. Ma 7 

BerTOMLEY, Tuomas, Alverstoke, Southampton, Brickmaker. Apr7. Compigne, 

Bar ENRY SAMUEL Stace, Great Sutton zn Geckenwell, Beer Retailer. 
Mar 31. Bridger. St Helen’s piece, Bish Within 

Broom, SAMUEL JAMES, — Jennings and Son, Leadenhall st 

BURGESS. Saran, Bath. Apr2. Stone and Co. 


Apr 7. 
CarpEcoTT, CHARLES Marriott, Holbrook tireens, Warwick, Esq. Apr 6. 
Harris, Rugby 
STSON, JOSEPH WALTON, Shelton. Stafford, Earthenware Manufacturer. 
Gamebow and Stanbury, Hanley 
CoxHEAD, WitL1AM, Bath, Retired Woollen Draper. Apr r2. Stone and Co. Lag 
CRAPPER, Rosant ¥ BLEASDALE. Bu , Lancaster ee. Apri4. Grundy, B 
Duntey, EBENEZER HENRY, Hockicy Heath, Hampton, Warwick, Gent. May 7. 
Ryland and Co, Birmingham 
_ 


acs, HENR 


June: 2. 


(CKLING, MARIA CHARLOTTE, Bath. Apr2. Stone and Co, Ba 
ARD, DANIEL Hari, Chester le Street, Durham, Esq. Apr = Hoyle and 
om ‘Newcastle upon Tyne 
Hn, ANNA ELIZABETH, Blackwater, Hants. Apri5. Emmet and Co, Blooms- 


PJ Right Hon AMELIA Rose, The Grove, Boltons, West Brompton. May 


PR Boodle, Davies st, Berkele Sa 
N, THOMAS, Great Dri York, Retired Brewer. Apr 12. White, 
Broadsmith, Hyde 


Treat "Great Driffi eld 
. GEORGE, New Mills, Derby, Farmer. Apr 4. 
LANGLEY, SUSAN, Great Marlow, Buckingham, a 4. Clarke, High Wycombe 
McFaRLaNne. Lizzie SUMNER, Birmingham. 10. 
Nicnotson. EpwarD GARDNER, Chiltern, in ener Colony of Victoria, Storekeeper. 


Mar 28. Dutton. Gresham House 
PEARSON, JOHN, Richmond, York, Ironmonger. Wee tims 23. Cant, | Richmond 





RocERs, JOANNA, Donyatt, ‘Somerset. Apr 9. 

Sura, Emmy, London Colney, Hertford. June 1. pm oy St Albans 
eo. we WILLIAM, Tufton, Southampton, Farmer. June 16. Pain and Clarke, 
TyeaEe, -_ Tunbridge Wells, Kent. Apr2i. Cripps and Son, Tunbridge 


Virrz, Epwarp, Chard, Somerset, Painter. Apri. Tucker and Forward. Chard 
Wray CHARLES, Gosberton, Lincoln, Farmer. Apr 14. Bonner and Calthrop, 


Spalding. [ ms 


BELLHOUSE, SIDNEY LAFONE, Manchester, Ironfounder. May 1. Rycroft and 
Bellhouse, Manchester 

Francis, RICHARD, Batcombe, Somerset, Yeoman. aye 10. Bennett, B 

Francis. THOMAS, Ulting, Essex, Farmer. May 15. Stevens and Co, Witheu 

Hicxs, Tuomas, Liskeard, Cornwall, Grazier. Apr 15. , Rhayader, nor 

HoLLanD, MARTHA PRISCILLA, Grove ter, Highgate rd. Apr7. Taylor and Co, 


Great James st, Bedford row 
Apr 30. Singleton and Tattersall, Great 


Icgty, Louisa, Bournemouth, Hants. 
Tt ae Innkeeper. A: Granay, B 
‘HOMAS, Holcom vancaster, ir i4. 
=, Mary, Leicester. June %. Harris, Leicester . ere 
Hakzpri0r, Albion rd, South Hampstead. May 1. Deane and Co, South 


LIBERTY, 
8q. Gray’ sinn 
Beaumont st, Portland pl, Linen Warehouseman. Apr 25. 


‘AINE, WILLIAM, 

Atter and Brown, Peterborough 

Parker, Henry, Oswaldkirk, York, Gent. “Apr 5._ Pearson, Malton 

PaRTINGToN, J AMES, Westhoughton, Lan , Farmer. Apr7. Wright and 
Appleton. Wigan 

EN, JOHN, Barking, Essex, Farmer. Apr 12. Pedley and Bartlett, Bush 

— Cannon st 
Ray cES, Whitehaven, Cumberland. Apr 18. Mason and Thompson, 
Whitehaven” 


om, Ta Suemas, Chatsworth, Derby, Gardener. Apr 12. Gratton and Marsden, 
oa ill Aveustus, The Albany, Piccadilly, General. “Apr 22. David- 

and Co, Spring gardens 
— EDWARD Srmm0n, Bickley, Kent, Solicitor. Apr‘’30. Hyde and Co, 
ere, Rev CHARLES, Philpot st, Stepney, Pastor. Apr 21. Ashbridge, White- 
Symons, Henry, Hereford, Gent. Apr 26. Llanwarne, a ge 
THO OMASINE ANNE, Milverton, Somerset. Apr 15. Payne, Milyerton 
Travis, Henny, High st, Camdeu Town, Doctor of M aan. Apr 30. Watson, 


Trorgy, Isaac Ngave, Kingston Vale, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. 3. 
Colins, Furnivalsion * - 
[ Gazette, Mar. 14.) 





RECENT SALES, 


At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s sale, held on 
the 20th inst., at their rooms, 58, Lombard-street, City, the following were 
=, the prices obtained : —Kapanga Gold "Mine, 5s.; Hoover Hill 
Gold Mine, 5s. ; North-Western of Uruguay Rail Ordinary, 5s. 6d. ; 
Royal Aquarium, &c., Society, £2 5s.; Tamar Silver , &c,, Com: i 

; Tasmanian Main Line, Prefs., 22 ; Lisbon-Berlyn es Company, 
paid, 14s, 6d.; Nine Reefs Gold Mine, 4s,; and other miscellaneous 
securities fetched fair prices. 





The Zimes states that Mr. Justice Cave, si 


in chambers, has decided 
when the official receiver has exercised h 


discretion under section 
under a 


SALES OF. ENSUING WEEK. 


Mar 27.—Messrs. HumMBERT & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m, Reversions, &c, (see 
advertisement this week, p. 384), 





- 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, aay DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
KinG.—March 10, at Park Cottage, New Barnet, the wife of G. Weta Kita 


barrister-at-la ~ daughter. 

Law. “Feb, 16, ot Moulimeln, ‘oulmein, British Burma, the wife of C. W. Law, barrister- 
al iw, & son. 

" —— enmnesgmegpe = the wife of P, L. Marten, solicitor, 
ora ughter. 


CUNNINGHAM—PARK. at 12, a ponies Ogee. 54 : 
barrister-at-law, to si tn of the eary a Rev. J vicar 
‘of Rampside, Lan —— 
nie. 8 Ne .—March 5, at at es. Uxtoe ed, W., Stephen Cracknall, late of 
° x barrister-at-law, 
ose ed a — fe 18, ~¥ 2, Doune-terrace, Edinburgh, Charles Henderson, 


Neolicitor, 8 reme 
WooDarD. 7 at a. Duke-street, Chelmsford, Thomas Frederick 


5, 
Woodard, : solicitor, aged 34 








LONDON _GAZETTES. 
Under the 
Creditors must Seren’ Got 


Baakruptey 
wa te ssn Restate: 


in 
Tusgspay, March 18, 1884. 
Kelly, W Chetwynd rd, Dartmouth pk, Government.Clerk. Pet Feb 2, 
Hazlitt. ise 2at 2 B 


, Mar. 14, 1 : 
ht, N 1 Regent's p pk, . Mar i2 
Gruen, ited Ro Norte newman i 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
yoo 
Fray, March 1 +t 


poor ee Ma Joes Pett ae rd. Wisden Gee 
r Cloth Maker. Hi 


( Huddersfield, Woollen 
Bond Mar ii’ Exam A: 
ae my Henry, Sete ennai Derby. Pet Marii. Ord Marii. Exam 


Clarkson, Edward, Ketghley, Yorkshire, Joiner. Bradford. Pet Mar 10. Ord 
Mar 10. Exam Mar 2i at 11 
, Soothill, nr Baier, vee, Boiler Maker. Dewsbury. Pet 


Mar1i. Exam 
ro Pe > Ses ranttn, tibiae. Bangor. Pet Feb 27. Ord 
xam r 2 at 2. 
Elliott, Roscius, mae Leeds. Pet Marit. Ord Marii. Exam 


Bs out of business. Kingeten pen Tied. 
einer ee “aun Macon 8 at 12 at Gourt-house, Townhall, 


Pryee, Tint, Flintshire, Grocer. Chester. Pet Mar12. Ord Mar 12. 


Builders. High 
ncoln’s inn. fiel 
Pet Mar 11. 


Hull 
Griff 





Exam Mar 27 at 
Grimshaw "Feline, Over Denman: Saubiaiiiens Victualler. Blackburn. 
Pet Feb 28. Ord Mar 12. Exam Mar 26 at 11 
eld, Samuel, Colourman. Liverpool, Pet 
10. Ord Mar 10. Exam Mar 20 at 12 
Hinchliffe, Friend, Boar’s Head Inn, Li Pudsey, Yorkshire, Innkeeper. 
H radtord. Pet ih Ora Mar fo. i _ St a by Bow 
Tronfounders. igh ourt. Pet tee to. Mar 10. Beam Kp « at it at 
34, coln’s 
Jewitt, William, Brackenh nr H Yorkshire, Fatmer. King we 
Hull Pet Mar 10. Ord 10. Exam eg ay wwohall, 
ohnson, William Goode, Nottingham, in the emply of the Midland Hosiery 
*Gompainy, 18 Nottinghas. “Wottingian” Pet Feb 2. Ord Mar 5. xan 
22 
Janes J h, aunt Liedrod, Cardiganshire, Farmer.. Aberystwith. Pet 
Oni Ma ixary Mar 36 at 
poeta erkshire, Wool Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet Mar 
10. Cnt ar 0, Exam War at 


peogees. Tigh Cue, Pet Mar 3. 


oa Bat AY pel at ta 3, ete 

7 Poole. Pet 10. toys eee ee tT toes- 
and John Oxford, Builders. Oxford. Pet Mar Jt. 

_ iag Ly 7 

PMeria’ Ord AAG at a ——F 

Robertshaw, rg ae . Kendal. 

smith, John, Searboro . Scarborough. Pet Mar 12, Ord Mar 12. 

Cate, Themes, Weybrend, Gaitclk, Ringette. Ipswich. Pet Feb 28. Ord 

Sou John Chemist. Scarborough. Pet Mar 11. 

Sai eg 


George, Nuneaton, | Warwickshire, Innkeeper. Coventry. Pet Mar 12. 


Trahan Sanya gehen, Dekaron er, De 


Cheshire, Greengrocer. + is were Pet Mar 12. 
aa Mee 12. we 27 at 12 
bat ey Milind, Angel, Been eee. Mar 21‘at 2. 4, ‘Lincoln's 





12 of the new Act, and has declined to appoint a 


ptcy petition, his refusal is final, and the court will not interfere. 


. Mar 81 at 12. Lincoln’s 
Berry, George, Motoombe st, Belgrave oq, Avctionser 34, 
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Dee, Ernst, West Hartlepool, Shipbroker. 
Bower, George, Berry Brow, Huddersfield, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. 
Mat 3. Law Society, Huddersfield 
Cas, Henry, Derby, Coppersmith. Mar 21 at3. Official Receiver, St James’ 
ba c Seto of Bow lane, Wholesale Clothier. Mar 24 at 2. 34, Lincoln’s inn 
Clarkson, Edward, Keighley, Yorkshire, Joiner. Mar 2iat3. Official Receiver, 
Ivegate chbrs, Bradford 
Degcort, Martin, Malton, Yorkshire, Joiner. Mar 27 at 3. The Station Hotel, 


Elliott, Fishmo ae Receiver’s Office, St 








Roscius. Mar 2% at 11. 
ie qeabes. Park row, 
pened, Sent Lisbon bldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool 
nt Friend, Littlemoor, Pamer, Yorkshire, Innkeeper. Mar 24 at 10. 
untley, iph, 
Queen’s Hotel, Wowcett st, Sunderilan 
= er, & Co, West Hartlepool, Shipbrokers. 
ox .. Mar 21 at 1. Lincoln’s 
u 
Knight, ao Saaeia, Bishopsgate st Within, Merchant, Mar2iati. 34, 
Lincoln’ 
ver’s Offices, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Laker, Walter, Billingshurst, Sussex, Farmer. 
Lloyd-Jones, Conway Llewelyn Lloyd, Wimborne Minster, Dorsetshire, Artist. 
Mar 24 at 4. Laing’s Hotel, Wimborne 
Mar 24 at 3. Official Receiver, 103, 
nate ai William, Abridge, Essex, Baker. 
bertshaw. amin, Kendal, Westmoreland, Rug Manufacturer. Mar 24 at 
Pm... Omielal Bowe oe Stramongate, Kendal 
Mar 21 at 2. 
Smith, Thomas, Wevbread, oo. Blacksmith. Mar 21 at 1.15. Messrs. 
Hazard and Pratt, Harleston, Norfolk 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the London 
Gazette of the 29th Feb: 


Btondale, ¥ opp iageton upon Hull, out of business. Mar 22 at 11. Lin- 
cams b , 
icial Receiver,  Tvaeate chm 
Mar 21 at 2.50. 
Faweett st, Sunderland 
s inn fi 
Mar 24 at 3. Re- 
McDonall, a Richmond, Surrey. 
tchard, Henry Follett, Gatling Lodge, East Dulwich grove, Retired Major. 
Sagar, James, Wood Top, Burnley, Lancashire, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Toulson, John Taylor. Bishop Middlieham, Durham, Commercial Traveller. Mar 
ruary. 
Suffield, John, the elder, Birmingham, Manchester Warchouseman. 
Birmingha' ham 


< 
Hig eae: Hal cenhend, Cheshire, Paint Dealer: Mar 24at2. Official 
West Hartlepool, Shipbroker. 
Mar 21 at 1.30. Queen’s 
Jou Brackenholme, Yorkshire, Farmer. 
inn bidgs, 
— ‘Albert, , Yorkshire, Wool Merchant. 
Mar 21 at 2. Horsham 
me st. 
Pa 21 at 3. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Mar 24 at 11. County Court, 
Nicholas st, Burnley 
21 at 11.30. Official Receiver, Faweett st, Sunder! 
Mar 22 at 
10. Oficial Receiver, Colmore row, 


ce, George, S Dealer in Bi ion, Owes Pet Feb 2. Ord Mar 10 
wansea, er cles. Swansea. 'e ar 
rea Benjamin, Churchasten, Salop, Agricultural Implement Maker. 
Stafford. Pet Feb 12. Ord Mar 
Th roves Wolverhampton, { Said Wolverhampton. Pet Feb 18, Ord 


Ellison, J oe Aer Over, Cheshire, Bank Manager. Nantwich and Crewe. Pet 
cane Israel, Hull, Retired Tradesman. Kingston upon Hull, Pet Feb 25. 
Guiiths, Pryce, Flint, Flintshire, Grocer. Chester. Pet March12. Ord Mareh 


Holsworth, Robert, Earsham, Norfolk, Builder. Great Yarmouth. Pet Feb 25. 
Ord Mar 10 


10 
Hi Benjamin, Collyweston, Northamptonshire, Coal Metchant, Peter- 
seem Wine Beton Peal, Pamer. ningun upon ul, Po 
oO) or’ armer. ton upon 
March 10. Ord March 1 = 4 


Ralph, and teow Hirst, Bolton, Lancashire, Wholesale Drapers. 
Bolton. Pet Feb (on Mar 12 ; 


Lowenipal, Robert eshange, Wool Broker. High Court. Pet March 3. 
M ll, Samuel, Pishammpton, Worcestershire, Farmer. Worcestershire. Pet 
Mar4. Ord Mari 
poey a, cht, Hatton, Derbyshire, Hotel Keeper. Burton upon Trent. 


Ord 
_ John, Eye, Suffolk, Veterinary Surgeon. Ipswich. Pet Feb 26, Ord 


Smale, Bichard, Swansea, Glamorganshire, Solicitor’s Clerk. Swansea. Pet Feb 


= Teasdale, Gt Yarmouth, Engineer. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Mar 1. 


Bigenbers, ( Otto, Liverpool, Ship Store Dealer. Liverpool. Pet Jan 9. Ord 

Thum wood, Charlies, Slough. Wipteor. Pet Feb 14. Ord Mar 11 
ier 5 Yi James, m Thames, Clothier. Kingston, Pet Feb 
Vetere 1 ee Mark lane, Commission Merchant. High Court. Pet Feb 1. 
Friend, Pudsey, Yorkshire, Innkeeper. Bradford. Pet Mar10. Ord 


pd, “William, Bath, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Bath. Pet Feb 16, Ord 
- John, Wenhaston, Suffolk, Brick Maker. Gt Yarmouth, Pet Feb 
—, —. King’s Cliffe, Northamptonshire, Timber Carter. Peterborough. 
wheetel fo. Ord Hyde Ash, Ivington, Herefordshire, Faruier, Leominster. 


Ealpes Station, Cheshire, Coal Dealer. Nantwich and Crewe. 


Mar 5, 
- , Runcorn, Cheshire, Greengrocer. Warrington. Pet Mar 14. 
JRDERS, 
TUESDAY, BS 18, 1984 
Bontellow, James, Peckham, Surrey, Accountant’s Clerk. High Court. Pet Mar 
9 at 11 at 4, coln’s inn fi 





ire Beer 15. gate, I ai 1, Seven Sisters’ 
i pplepen rd en 
one > -; Jagpemecar® Grocer. Nottingham. Pet Mar i4. 
Chard, Thomas, Bristol, Saddler. Bristol. Pet Mar 13. Ord Mar 13. Exam Apr 16 


at 12 
Frederick Will , Sto € 
is. Ord _ Exam Mar Suffolk, Grocer. Bury St Edmunds. Pet 
5 *% Henry, an¢ flip a Rogers, Stoke Newington, Wholesale 
"Faget High Court Pet Ord Mar 16. Exam Apr 2% at li at 4, 





Mar 21 at 3. Fawcett st, Sunder- 
Mar 


== 


Dorey oseph Daniel, Newcastle on Tyne, Tobacconist. Newcastle on 
ce Hiark Ord Mar 13. Exam Mar 27 at 10.30 Tym 


Doypbury; Yorkshire, Boot Maker. Dewsbury. Pet Mar 
anh Mar 13. , hg 18 
villas, Crouch End, Lodging House Keeper 
Evens, Dovid, vision Merchant. Carmarthen. Pet Mar 15 
1 
Fawkes, Isaac, Brosdfield, Dalston, Cumberland, Farmer. Carlisle. Pet Marj, 
Mar 13. Mar 27 at 11 at Court-house, Carlisle 
‘omkins, Kin p Fyon, eeeeEEe®, Farmer. Hereford. Pet 
Mar 13. Exam 1 at 10 
ua A}rowas, Stattord: , Farmer. Walsall. Pet Mar 13. On 
Grant, Je ames, Newcastle on Tyne, Builder. Pet Mar ij, 
Ord Mar 15. Exam Mar 2% at 10. 
Hayton, Thomas, Sidmouth, ( tenne l Licensed Victualler, Exeter. Pet Map 


Newcastle on Tyne. 


14, Ord Mar 14. Exam Mar 28 at 8.30 
nga boman, Phe The Grand Promenade, Brixton rd, Grocer. eh Court. Pep 
"18. Ord Mar 13. Exam Ap’ 26 at 11 at 84, Lincoln’s inn fi 
7 ere og Leeds, Money Lela Leeds. Pet Mar4. Ord Mar 14. Exam 
ar 


Ji —-2 John Deacon, Ginokiew, ] Jeigeotquabine, Jeweller. Leicester. Pet Mar 
Ord Mar 15. Exam April 
Sakoun Joseph, and Thomas Wood, Glossop, Deteshite, Builders. Ashton 
under Lyne. Pet Mari2. Ord Mar12. Exam 3 
Matheson, Roderick Mackenzie Chisholm, Princes yswater, No occupa pation, 
High Court, Pet Mar 15. Ord Mar id. Exam J Ap 24 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's 


inn fields 
nham mews, Harrow rd, Carman. Sigh Court. Pet 


Marshall, Absolom, Chi 
Mar 13. Ord Mari3. Exam April 3 at 11 at 34, Lincoin’s inn fiel 


Meadows, Reqieries, © o-_ rd, St John’s Wood, Bootmaker. th Court, 
Pet Feb1. Ord Mar Exam April 24 at 11 at &, Lincoln's inn fields 
Mills. pouerd, King William st it, Timber Merchant. h Court. Pet Mar 13 
Ord Mar 13. "Exam April 8 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn fields 
Ogden, Nathan, Todmorden, Yor! ool Caretaker. Burnley. Pet Feb 
21. Ord Mari2. Exam Waent 


Parker, Frederick Searle, and William Searle Parker, Bedford row, Solicitors, 
h Court. Pet Maré. Ord Mar 13, Exam April 24 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


fiel 
Punshon, George, Stockton on Tees, Furniture Dealer. Stockton on Tees. Pet 
| plea Ord March 13, Exam Apr 4 at 1 11 at County Court, Stockton on 


Reid, Alexander, sen. Alexander Reid, jun, and Thomas Reid, Radcliffe, Lan. 
cashire, Che emical Manufacturers. Bolton. Pet March 14. Ord March 14, Exam 
r 16 a 
Robinson, G Old Durham gardens, nr Durham, Innkeeper. Durham. Pet 
a 15, Ord March 15. Exam Apr 8 at 2.30 
, Fordham, Cambridgeshire. Grocer. Cambridge. Pet March§, 
Gra ‘itareh is. Exam March 26 at 2 


bn al Lianelly, Draper. Carmarthen. Pet March i4. Ord March i4, 


Stone, one, ieorg, Tppleden. x rd, Seven Sisters’ rd, South Tottenham, Timber 
onton h 13. Ord March 18. Exam A Aor § 
ms George, Tetherens, * Yorkshire, Crate Maker. Sheffield. Pet Feb 2, 
Ord Exam Apr 17 at 11.30 
Toward, Thomas, William Toward, and Donald McGregor, Newcastle on_Tyne, 
Engis zin , Newcastle on Tyne. Pet March 15, Ord h 15. Exam March 
a 


To ‘Benientin, Gt Grimsby, Auctioneer. Gt Petmety. Pet March 14, Ord 
March 14 Wxam March 27 at 12 at Townhall, Gt Grimsb: 

Walker, William, and Edward William Walker, King’s ynn, Norfolk, Mer- 
gente King’s Lynn. au March 13. Ord March 13. Exam Apr 10 at 12.30 ab 
0’ ouse 

Watts, James ourenen I Pembroke Rock, Seulgtor. Pembroke Dock. Pet March 
15. oo March 15. Exam Basen 1,30 

taker, Frederick, Coleman ctualler. High Court. Pet March 
Ord March 13.’ Exam ae 8 at 11 at $4, Lincoln’s inn fields 

White , Walter, and E. Winter, Perey st, Tottenham ct rd, Designers. High 

Court, Pet Feb 23. Ord March 13. Exam Apr 22 at rf at 84, Lincoln's inn 


Widowael obert, Houghton le § ring, Durham, out of business Pet March 
AG tavck is’ Exam Apr 8 at 2.90 


First MEETINGS. 
le, William, King st, Golden sq, Licensed Victualler. Mar 25 at 3. 34, Lincoln’s 


ie fields 
Bratby, Frederick, Carrington, ——e Grocer. Mar 28 at12. Official Re 


ceiver, i, Exchange walk, Nottin, 
Chard, Th Bristol, Saddler” Mar 27 at 12. Official Receiver, Bank chbrs, 
Corn st, Bristol 
Coe, Frederick William, - -- eeaeaies Suffolk, Grocer. Mar 27 at 12. Castle and 
Falcon Hotel, Ald 
Cow 2, George, Soo 5 Se Batley, Yorkshire, Boiler Maker. Mar 2 at4 


Sethe’ Station Bote 
Dewar, yosepn Daniel, Newcastle on a 1 Lopaenoniet Mar 27 at 12. Official 
le on 


oun obbes, Westgate 
amin, Dewsbury, apeste rd, Nowa ker. Type 27 at3. Official Re 
at Cina vtnititre; Baker. Mar 26 at 2. Queen’s Head 
fis, Tnane, ea: Cumberland, Farmer. Mar 27 at 3. 34, Fisher st, Car- 
Galliers, George Tomkins, ney King o EY ome Herefordshire, Farmer. Mar 27 at 11.90. 
Official ver, 2, Offa st. 
Alrewas, Siattortahice, Farmer, Mar 26 at3. Official Receiver, 
Grant, James, Newcastle on Tyne, pay Mar 29 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 
County chbrs, W. te rd, Newcastle on ba 
— Pryce, Flint, Grocer. Mar 2% at 12. Official Receiver, Crypt chbrs, 
Licensed Victualler. Mar 26 at 
a mys mits Darel 
Linea in es out of business. Mar 2 ati2. 4, 
Themes, alka se Licensed Victualler. Mar 28 at 3. ‘The 
orkshire, Money Lender, Mar 28 at 11. Official Receiver, 
a pein and Th Wood, Glossop, Derbyshire, Builde 
4 omas oc er s. 
ample Jywahell chbrs, Ashton under’ Lyne aR 
, Oxford, Builders. 


Mar 265 at 11.30. Official 
pre hy 126, oe High ~§ “fol 
admore, Richard Alexander, Ryde, 1.W., Draper. Mar 2 at 2. 145, Cheapside, 


pian, Ceomne, Be Stockton on Teés, et Dealer. Mar 2 at 11. Official 
tun, and 





Mar 26 at 


Padm: 





"ashi, Com cid Aletanider, son Alexander eld Reid, Radclifte, Lan- 


Eins, # Bp Lester, W Ord Bar 38, Exam Apr 2% at 11 at 34, iieeon dal 


Thomas 
#8 at 11, Official Receiver, 16 Wood sty - 
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‘yng; William, Theobald’s rd, China and Glass Dealer, Mar 25 at 2. 84, Liticoln’s Sere powmant Drewry, Nottingham, Auctioneer. Nottingham. Pet Feb 14. 
r 13, 97 , Fordham, Cambridgeshire, Grocer. Mar 28 at 12; Official 


Om sepinelly Scarborough, Builder. Mat 26 at 12. Official Receive 
0. roug. er, ar a — TEES ae Am = = ee _ = 
ar 1, se ‘ohn William, Scarborough, Chemist. Mar 2% at 12. Official | Phe Subscription to the Sduterrons’ JourNaL is—Town, 268. ; Covitiry, 
ne Taylor. Georess Nuneaton, Warwickshire, Innkeeper. Mar 2% at 12. Slingsby| 288. ; with the Wrexty Reporter, 52s. Puyaielt ia advance includes 
Noc;d, Thomas, William Toward, and Donald McGregor, Neweastie on ‘Tyne, | Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumes 
Ord Fagineers. ont 29 at 12. Official Receiver, County’ chbrs, Westgate rd, | bound at the ofice—cloth, 28. 6d., half law cal/, 5s. 
eweastle 
be To ens, Great Grimsby » Auctioneer. Mar 27 at 10. Official Receiver, 8, | All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal’? must be 
Mar Walker, W. t, Will iliam, and Edward. William Walker, sere Lynn, Norfolk, Merchants. | authenticated by the name of the writer. 
a 6 Auction a 0. 
7 ) g's Lynn, Norfolk, Merchant. Mar 27 at 4. ‘The Auction Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
cam Williams, Thomas, Runcorn, Cheshire, Greengrocer. Mar 27 at 11. Official | tn the Country, it is requested that application be maide direct to the 
Receiver, 2, Cairo st, bret: ~ * P bi h 
Mar ADJUDICATIONS. ublisher. 
i = = » Adem Hey, Gipsy Hill, Surrey, no occupation. High Court. Pet _— wi eee E ee a’ 
an 26. = 
ais ie Jemes, Hm Hanover pk, Peckham, Accountant’s Clerk. High Court. Pet | CONTENTS. 
n’s broom, Hi enry el Gravesend, Kent, Tea Dealer. High Court. Pet Jan 28. | 
ot Mar | CURRENT Tori .-. 969) Griffiths y, Lewis ...5 --.-+ --- 














He 
Bb talver, 5, e 
Will 


Crouch, eney; Northbourne, Kent, Miller. Canterbury. Pet Feb 27. Ord Mar | | ius TUndmuNT f I BELT V. ‘Lawes.. 370 





iam, 


tty Cury, Cambridge 


ne iy, Carmarthenshire, Draper. Mar 28 at 2.80. 2, Frederick | Whi 






weenie Rotherham, Yorkshire, Crate Maker. Sheffield. Pet Feb 27. 
Ord Mar 
ite, Liverpool, Watchmaker. et? Pet Mar4. Ord Mar 14 





























COMPENSATION UNDER 

































































rt, , J oseph ae yest pee eastie on Tyne, Tobacconist. Newcastle on Tyne. | THE AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS ene 
Mar 18. Ord M ACT, 1883 ......04 -s000 Sdslesacnas nt Ee abe 
13, dere Alton, Hampshite, Baker. Winchester. Pet Feb 21. Ord | “Raviiws 5 cRER Red cone 4 ose 372 
ae rcobbcscccesccce WS 
eb Matthew, and Benson Eglin, Leeds, Grocers. Leeds. Pet Feb id. Ord | Tam Ni ge = w Loar, jer 39 
be) it it .... 374 Ew ORDERS, &C._ .---- ~~ on 
r8. Fa fag Elliott, Leeds, Fishmonger. Leeds. Pet Marii. Ord Mar 14 ae oie Davis rs seseanaces 4 | LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK... ...<2 379 
nn arenes Dudley, Netteswell, Essex, Miller. Hertford. Pet Feb 22. Ord | OC RR y. Thorniley oeseeess . 6) Roe ( pani 
be Goodyear, G George Henry, Plymouth, Builder. East Stonehouse. Pet Jan 30. | CasEs OF THE WHEE: iat ae a pa 
erratt ...i-.0+ + ccssee 376 
as ery Richard, , Otley, Yorkshire, Aerated Water Maker. Leeds. Pet Feb “King v. a seceb o0sece -coses 376 
Mar : a mmeee feet 

im Knowles, Albert, Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Wool Merchant. Dewsb Pet Mar 
, i, Ord Mar 13 ste Notices Tro CorRESPONDENTS.—All communications intended for publication 
et ‘William, Casper, and Garland, John, Leeds, Machine Makers. Leeds. | jg ghe oe JOURNAL must be authenticated by the name and address of 
5. I Walter Billingshurst, Sussex, Farmer. Brighton. Pet Mar10. Ord Mar the writer ‘5 

' , Kaito does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected communt- 
4, Ugein, Stephen, ax and James W Welman, Bournemouth, Hampshire, Engineers. | gations . 

le. Pet Fe Ord 

r = ee be Ben "Rhy dding, Yorkshite, Cabinet Maker. Bradford. Pet Feb *,* The Publisher uests shai surly application should be made by persons 
if Panshon, Geo Stockton-on-Tees, Furniture Dealer. Stockton-on-Tees. Pet desirous of obtaining numbers of the SoLicitons’ Jovsnat, as only @ small 
; 13, Ord Mar 1 number of copies remain on 
‘ = i oe Pa wereeee +8 
1 8CHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, “EDE AND SON, LEGA L C rs UB, 





Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powdér, 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Qnality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 





The Faculty pronounce it ‘* the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Rapper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children. 

owes A commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with a &c., and In BRALITY CHEAPER than such 









Made ieptnctenconsty with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
toa Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Oocoatiwa a La VANILLB is the most delicate, digestible, 
Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
my chocolate is prohibited, 
Th tins at 1s. » 88.4 Ss. — &c., by Chemists and 


Groce 
Charities on Special Terms yt the Sole Hip ow en 
H, Scuwzirzer & Co., 10, Adam-st,, Strand, Iondon, 
















GREAT SAVING to SOLICITORS and 


sicted by purchasing ag oy ee TONERS be 
an 
ACCOUNT BOOKS at GORSE'S Law and eral 


‘ord-row 








full 
weight guaranteed), ruled for Aidavite or » Coste, 
equal to Sats sold at 2is. per ream, 15s. 6d. 
per ream aplities keptin stock. Brief Paper, 
Ms, . its.  B vend 188 18s. Barnard’s Hand- 


eight ‘tualtios 8 Kop) at at wholesale 

pvings Copied. 

and Detenee pt and — 

tion of Law P. tiously ax 

done.—Send Eg Pros st and Samples to 
Bedford-row House, London, W.0. 


— 











Lava Solicitor (admitted 1873 with ay 






family, desires 


pontpecen in a firs firm 
usin: malon aside te 


B, Mesers, Seamer Bronicnns, 5, 














AW. W.=-Bilt Cletk of lohg pragtingl axpeti-| & 
in drawing and settling Costs from 
or papers alone, either current or in 


» &, 









descri; 
‘ie| aay 


—. contiection, and | 5 


le-strect, - 





ROBE & MAKERS 
Aa 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London &c. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSBL AND BARRISTERP. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peac 


CORPORATICN ROBES, BNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
94, CHANCERY LANE. LONDON 
(4 BORGE 8. INGLIS, Expert in Hand- 
writing and , 8, Red Lion-square, 
mw toi State that he has been retained by 
H. in Handwriting since the 
decease of the inte Mr. C. Chabot. 
Vv path eae? fone eee’, £17,500 — 


Niest Bnd. Ample tee TA A., 28, nen 


EE ARE page om of £93 Qs. 


oo oe and 24 Private 
Houses at Es ang collections pay, not 


os ah Zour, purchace.— 21, on on 
RENTS of £75, | La 


















BEBHOLD GROUND 
ngs, Nog 





Ohs Oh Points of 
ws. — 


Fins LAW.=Opi a? 
ADE Pct ae 


» |p aeane Se 0. 






OUTER LE, LONDON, W. o 
ERS, Q. 


MLP., 
er of mdon. 
For the exclusive use of t of the Legal Profession. 


Applications have been so. so numerous ow «4 

wards of a thousand members) that the com- 

wees he have decided to provide extra accommodation, 

a spacious Sm: 

me... peoma 2S. town; £1 1s., Country Mem- 
a! 

Address, ARTHUR M. or Py Sec., 

The Outer Temple. London, W.C. 


a5 LATE SIR GEORGE JESSEL.— 
Engraving ty 3 JOSEY, the Portrait 


Scr Ph 5 on vida 1 Romani 


$s.; Prints, £ 
DA Yond  XAMINATIONS — An im.5. 
: of 3 years’ ope for the, Bar, Ber, 
fe and the 
Ravenscroft, 3, 


ick ae Cea ae agebesatiys 


To SOLICITORS and OTHERS. — Lofty 
Chambers, 




















-- and Well-lighted “1 Ones, and 
| nsdale Chambers, 0. ’ ae eee 
st | Eatuoy ‘e the Fated ee wr )~ aa esos 
premises. 
Roxas COURTS of JUSTICE. — Ome 
Liste, p Caipibers Bemaions Esta, 
may be either 
2 Repeaiee Snes 
Moms TEMPLE, W.C.—Chambers and 
Offices to Let. Nearest be te Bier 
onal cole entrance to 
: silent ; strona 
ross? Seales gs 



















ODBLS for Ilustrating Litigated Qases 





mii | eee dans ono 
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WATERLOW BROS, & LAYTON: 





w ready, price 12s, 6d. net. 
The tee’ Bankru ptcy Law and Prac- 
tice, being a Treative on ®t agen Act, 
1869, with Notes, Cases, 8 oan 0} 


pious 
dex. By H. W. HART, 
Royal 8vo, price 2s. it 
The Bankruptcy Rules 1883, with ‘a full 
and Copious a Speciall In a 
handy for use in Offices an Printed 
Price 3s. 6d. net. 


An Index and Official Copy Bank- 
ine tey Act, 1883, with Introduction and Copious 
ex. By H. WYATT HART. 
? , demy 8vo, 500 » price 7s. 6d. net. 

The 1 Parliamentary lections Corrupt 
and Illegal Practices Prevention Acts, 1854 to 

1888, fo a complete Guide to the Law and 
Practice of Parliamen’ Elections, with Full 





Index, ial Appendix ve Rules ORE” _— 
Statues. By. A. V. CONYBEAR Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law. 


Now ready, price 6s. net. 
Aston on the Law of Patents, Desi 
— Trade Marks, as contained in 46 & 47 Vict. ” 
57 (1883), Consolidating the Law; with Rules and 
Forms under the Act, Notes, Observations: and 
full Index. By JAMES J. ASTON, Esq., Q.C 
Price 15s, net. 

The New Practice of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature, under the Acts 1873 to 1883 ; 
and the Rules of Court, with Annotations, Forms 

Proceedings oe es = ‘** Epitome of the Practice 
= > Action.” ALD BROWN, Esq., 


ee 8vo, price 4s. 6d. net. 
The Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, 
with a full and a Copious Index, by MICHAEL G. 
GUIRY, LL printed, Ina cay 
size for use in Offices a: and Courts. 
Fifth Edition, price 6s. n: 

e Bills of Sale Acts, 1878 & 1882 
with Rules of Court, Forms, Precedents and 
Cases, and an See me of the Law relating to In- 
Tome By HERBERT REED, of the Inner 
Temple. 


Fifth Edition, price 7s, 6d. net. 
Practical Guide to Legacy Succession, 
Probate and Administration Duties, with Instruc- 
tions for increase or return of Feo &c. By 
CORRIE HUDSON and A. T. LAYTON. 
Sixth Edition, price 2s. a 
New Probate Duties, containing Notes 
and —k-* in_Practice effected by the Ons: 
toms -_ Inland Revenue Act, 1881. By A. 


Third Edition, revised and enlarged, price 3s. 6d. net. 
Conveyancing Costs, with the Rules 
under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, Compre- 
hensive Tables, and Stamp Duties. By J. 8. 
RUBENSTELN, Solicitor. 
Fourth Edition, price 12s. 6d. net. 


Public Health and Local Government 
Ay WH, 8 1875, ame Incorporated Statutes, with Notes 


Leading Cases and Pecisions. By 
J.V. VESEY FITZGERALD, B. 


Open Sheet 1s., or Mounted on misik 2s, 
Summary Jurisdiction as to Indictable 
Offences nies the » ae of 1879, with be 

Notes tabular | Bog. for Justices, 
Clerks, Practitioners, and Students. By ED. 
WARD T. AYERS, Solicitor. 


WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, 
24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE, E.C. 





» price 10s., crown 8yo, cloth (1028 
Now Bat pa, containing bo he: ‘Gontolidatod Taboo sant 


ve hag i JUDICATURE ACTS and 

RULES. By WYNNE E. BAXTER, Solicitor, 

Coroner for cia and late Under-Sheriff of London 

po nyy me athe, “9 on tiibeaen Ng now ready, 

crown 8vo, clo’ pages 
*,* Just published, a Large-paper Edition, with 
wide for notes, and on daperior paper, £1, in 
circuit binding, £1 4s 
London: BUTTERWORTHS, 7, Fleet-street, Her 
Majesty’s Law Publishers. 





ett day pe bd moro 

ieting the Work. 
HE YNSITIU LES of the LAW of 
NATIONS.—A Treatise of the Jural Relations 
Feel Comm By JAMES 


nities. 
LO LL.D., Advocate, Regius Professor of 


Public Law and of the Law of Nature and Nations in 
the University of Painbureh = of ae 
Institute of International Law, and Commepentio 

Member of the aang of Jurisprudence of o 


— 4 ee & Sons, Edinburgh and 
D gh an 
a 


L., price 2s. 
RREPUIIe ot Cal of CASES. under the BANK- 
Court of Justice tice and the Cou Court rere & ~ Reported 
by CHARLES FRA a MORRIE Es of the a fale 
pre te HENnY Seer, 8, bB Coqnenrytene, Law 





Just published, royal 8vo, price 30s., cloth. 
OODEVE’S ABSTRACT of REPORTED 
CASES RELATING to LETTERS PATENTS 
for INVENTIONS (b: the Cases down to the 
End of the Year 1888), Vol. I. By T. M. GOOD- 
EVE, M.A., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
London: HENRY “Pabiaher. Chancery-lane, Law 








Now ready, c rt 8vo, cloth henede, gilt lettered 
Published at 5s. 48. 6d., cas ry post 4s. 9d. 
HE STUDENT "S GUIDE to PRI- 


“~) 
INDERMADR, Solicitor, &c., &c. 
i pore of Conveyancing Ac 
1881 and 1882; Settled Land Act, 1882; and 
Women’s Propert ae" 1882, &c., &c. 
Published by BARBER, 16, Cursitor-street, 
Gonetetee, and all Law Booksellers. 


Now ready, with Portraits, 8vo, 16s. 
HE SECOND EDITION of the LIFE of 
LORD LEnDRCReT. seven tines Lord 
Chancellor of (fog ey m Lette d Papers in 
sremion # ily. By Sir THEODORE AR- 
TIN, K Author of “*The Life of the Prince 
Consort, 2 is Bho Works of Horace,” &c. 
JoHN Murray, Albemarle-street. 


HE BRITISH and AUSTRALASIAN 
TRUST and LOAN COMPANY, Limited. 
ae Seman. Called up, £200,000. Reserve 








TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. Lord Wolverton. 
Sir Charles H. Mills, Bart., M.P. 
Frederick Gonnerman Dalgety, Esq. 
IRECTORS. 
DALGETY, Esq 
Sir CHARLES OLLFFO RD, RD deputy Oh 
George Asputinet, Esq. ca Bosigoelt Ea 
R. A. Brooks, E: Lignel “3 
Col. Sir T. Gore 3rowne, 
K.C.M.G. 


BANKERS— Messrs. Glyn, Mills, Currie, & Co. 


The Directors arenow issuing Debentures for terms 
of years for £100 — upwards, bearing interest at 44 
per cent. whim dann 

y. --. eis> Pocmencnt Debentures for £100, £500, or 


etcher, 


1,000 each, bearing interest at 4] per cent. per annum, 
a ject to redemption by the company atany time on 
six months’ notice, at the pelos of £105 for every £100. 

Interest in both cases will yable by coupon 
half-yearly at the Company’s ates 

‘urther particulars may be obtained, and applica- 
tion made at the offices of the Company, where the 
forms of Debentures can be seen. 


By order of wee Board. 
THOS. SAUNDERS, Secretary. 
Nos. 68 and 69, Cornhil, London, E.C. 


NEW ones ated ewes AND LOAN 
, LIMITED. 
Established ton Capital £1 oT Eee, £700,000. 


e Fund, £210 





TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. ieee — and Charles 


DIRECTORS 
ott. Mar ay Bon Dep 


‘Chairman. 
alge ty-Chairman. 
Robert A° oe sq. [eee ae T Gore Browne, 
L. J. W. Fletcher, Esq. C.M.G. 


The Directors are issuing 4 it. Debentures 
for terms of . interest ayable } half-yearly by 
coupon 4 the Sertadies oe 

culars may be n= -_ applica- 
tion pis = at pene Offices ot the Company. 
By onttOS. D. on Secretary. 

Nos, 68 and 69, Cornhill, London, E.C. 


MESs8s. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 
to announce that their sales by Auction of 
Plate, Watches, Chains, Jouelery, Precious Ston: 





&c., are held on Mondays, ys, Thuredays, 
mi rate Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 
e a on 01 
and others is particularly called to this ready means. 
ce ae, disposal of Property of deceased and other 
chen 
of the Proamency of of their sales 


v2 D.ar D. are enabled to include large or 
pan Fd at short notice (if required). 
Sal ture held 


City Auction Rooms (established 
1793), 38 ang 89, . not | dogs ‘inn 
heir Auction y Wearing Apparel 








————. 







CAVENDISH SQUARE, W. 
Valuable meer pape gaenin ts, producing te 


BESRS. NORTON. 1 TRIST, WAT 
& CO. are instructed the Executors 
late Sir W. H. *Poland to OrFER for a b ate 
bp at the MART, City, on FRIDA 
+ TWO in Lots, the following vault 

RESIDE CES, viz. :— 

No. 75, MARGARET SFREeT, Cavendish-squay, 
let on lease at a rent of <0 r ann 

No. 76, ee ET, let on lease at s1y 
per annum ; and 

wae ul... MARGARET STREET, let on lease at fy 


“Se whae held on separate leases direct from thy 
Duke of Portland for terms whereof about 31 yea, 
pnt nm a at a ground-rent of £20 per anmy 
each house 

en nd be viewed by permission of the tenan 

obtained of A. Poland, Esq. Solitary 
weno E.C.; at the Mart; an the Any 
tioneers, 62, Old Broad-street, , E. Cc: 































——. 


Veluabie Reversionary mw aed e t a: 

{Nerenboute fbaptioed in Suse sir), Sheetal 

ereabouts tized in June, 1817), to one-tenth 

share of £9,751 Tonsals, standing in the e names ¢ 

trustees under a will, and of thenet moneys to ariy 

(to to be made upon the d death of th 

lady. above sere to) of the ses Sm 

Leaseho! igh egy » Freeh a Ian 

13, 1s, Secmet, Sms bury, and the warehouses 
thereof; also a Policy of 


Assurance in tk 
Equity and w Life Assurance Society ton 
sum of £1,000, pone me the life of 40 tha 
of 67 ; also the Absolute Reversion on the death a 
the survivor of a lady and gen mtleman, Tespee 
tively 74 and 67 years, to a share equiv: ent to one 
fourth of £2,221 5s., principally invested on mat 
the three 7 pag ag of a wil 
which will be offered for SALE b: 

ESSRS. HUMBERT & SONS, at th 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on THUR. 
DAY, MARCH 27, 1884, at TWO od o’clock Pp 

Particulars and conditions of sale may be had at tle 
Mart; of Messrs. per & hate: Bollea 
Lincoin’s-inn-flelds, WO. ; and of Messrs. Humbat 
& Sons, Lincoln’s-inn-fiel corner of Serle-street), 
London, W.C., and Watford, Herts 

















The Absolute Reversion, expectant on the death ofa 
lady (age 62 next June) to one-eighth Share of Tras 
Funds amounting to £15,750, now re 
£11,729, Preference and Debenture 
Great Northern, Great Western, and North Sta- 
fordshire Railways, present aggregate value, £1440 
or thereabouts, £350 FOonsole, and £1,000 on mo! 
to the Tees Conservancy Commission, all si 
in the names of the trustees (two) of a 
Wine an will be offered for SALE 


UCTI 
Mi ESSRS” lien . er at the 


resented 
tocks of i 









& 


(corner of coe. Heme 
Ww 





KENSINGTON, W. 
Leasehold : known as No. 3, Edwarde 


oquere on; within five minutes’ walk 
Mectetento potHligh-otroct} Station, on the Dis 
trict Railway veld re an unexpired term of 26 years 


from a rent of £15, and od 
the ren’ veles of £50 RT 
Vv a EsSRS. HUMBERT & ‘SONS will SELL 
the above RESIDENCE by ee “<. 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse- 
THURSDAY, MARCH 27, at TWO ° Flock pr 
The pro rty may be viewed — a lation 
the tena: and culars an 
may be ‘Son . the ~ oy of 8 7 ae 





OFFICES and RESIDENTIAL CHAMBERS, 
= outlook on the Thames Embankment, 
mingies of the New Courts and few seconds’ af 


Az DNDEL HOUSE.—To Let, the Is, 
2nd, and 8rd Floors of the above 


ytd ~ d basement fi already lt to lange ny 
und an nt floors 
of solicitors. Sets of gee +4 
convenience of age 3 
For SECRETARY, Law Land Com- 


pany, Outer Temple, spy C.»opposite New Courts. 


ESSRS. DEBSWHAM, TEWSON, 
FARME BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and Hi USES to be SOLD or LET, inolading 








a blished 
obt 


E.C., or will be sent in return for two 
parm uittscou hn Sees Se mae 








ft 
i 
ie 
: 





VIcE 
a sever 
next. 


THE 
Queen 


are tre 
MW. I 
from ] 
these 
1883. 


Tm 
vogue 
ings b 
which 
where 
is get 
questi 
have | 
the n 
of cou 
the pi 





